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To  his  Exellency  the  Governor 
of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

This  volume,  seventh  in  the  series  dealing  with 
finances  of  local  governments  in  Illinois,  concerns 
quasi-governmental  units  known  as  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  and  their  organization  and  finance  since  1879. 
The  description  of  the  financial  problems  of  these 
districts  is  limited  to  the  period  1925-1987.  A 
thorough  investigation  would  entail  a  study  of  the 
economic  aspects  of  agricultural  production  and 
would  involve  such  factors  as  intensity  of  land  use, 
comparative  crop  yields,  and  other  technical  prob¬ 
lems  beyond  the  scope  of  research  activity  of  the 
Tax  Commission.  However,  it  is  hoped  that  this 
volume  will  provide  a  portion  of  the  basic  data  for 
broader  studies  by  other  agencies. 

Drainage  districts  in  Illinois  are  not  regarded  as 
taxing  units  since  they  lack  the  essential  power  of 
such  units,  namely  authority  to  levy  taxes.  Their 
areas  seldom,  if  ever,  coincide  with  those  of  other 
governmental  units.  They  derive  their  revenues 
from  spcial  assessments  levied  with  the  approval 
of  the  county  or  circuit  court  to  whose  jurisdiction 
they  are  subject  in  all  their  actions.  The  special 
assessments  levied  by  drainage  districts  are  in  many 
respects  similar  to  special  assessments  levied  in 
urban  areas  under  the  Local  Improvement  Act  of 
1897.  Volume  VI  of  this  Survey,  dealing  with  spe¬ 
cial  assessment  financing  of  local  improvements, 
constitutes  together  with  this  volume  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  treatment  of  the  use  of  the  special  assessment 
revenue  device  in  Illinois. 

The  plight  of  drainage  districts  in  Illinois  has 
been  so  acute  since  the  depression  following  1929 
as  to  bring  their  financial  problems  well  to  the  front. 
Almost  one-third  of  all  drainage  district  bonds  out¬ 
standing  in  1937  were  in  default.  Since  1930  many 
of  these  districts  have  found  their  landowners  un¬ 
able  to  meet  annual  assessments.  Necessary  re¬ 
pairs  have  long  been  neglected.  While  the  general 
property  tax  burden  on  rural  lands  in  Illinois  was 
somewhat  abated  in  the  1930’s  there  is  still  a  heavy 
accumulation  of  general  property  taxes  and  drain¬ 
age  assessments  on  many  of  these  lands.  The 
volume  of  drainage  default  has  had  a  direct  effect 
upon  the  market  for  new  securities  of  these  organi¬ 
zations.  In  the  seven-year  period  1930-1937  the 
total  financing  by  drainage  districts  was  only 
slightly  more  than  the  total  for  the  single  year  1929. 

The  Federal  government,  through  several  of  its 
agencies,  has  extended  financial,  engineering,  and 


construction  aid  to  Illinois  drainage  districts.  Per¬ 
haps  the  most  significant  of  these  efforts  are  those 
of  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation,  which 
has  loaned  in  excess  of  $3  millions  to  some  30  Illi¬ 
nois  districts.  The  War  Department,  acting  through 
its  Mississippi  River  Commission,  has  expended  a 
large  amount  on  the  Mississippi  River ;  the  new  nine- 
foot  channel,  retarding  dams,  and  high  water  pools 
have  done  a  great  deal  to  abate  the  problems  of 
drainage  districts  maintaining  levees  on  the  Illi¬ 
nois  side  of  this  river.  The  Work  Projects  Admin¬ 
istration,  through  various  repair  and  reconstruc¬ 
tion  projects,  has  expended  more  than  $9  millions 
on  Illinois  drainage  districts.  The  Civilian  Con¬ 
servation  Corps  has  aided  a  number  of  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts.  The  Public  Works  Administration,  the  Flood 
Control  Coordinating  Committee,  and  the  Biological 
Survey  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  also  have  rendered  assistance.  The  State  of 
Illinois  has  for  a  good  many  years  made  annual 
appropriations  for  control  of  the  Illinois  River,  and 
the  Division  of  Waterways  has  extended  material 
help  to  many  drainage  districts  along  this  river.  It 
is  significant  that  more  than  one-half  of  the  total 
expenditures  for  drainage  districts  in  the  entire 
State  of  Illinois  have  been  made  by  36  districts  along 
the  Mississippi  River  and  36  districts  along  the 
Illinois.  There  are  1,541  drainage  districts  in  this 
State. 

There  are  two  drainage  laws  in  effect  in  Illinois 
today.  The  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879  is  the 
parent  law  for  practically  all  the  large  drainage 
districts  in  the  State  and  for  one-third  of  the  total 
number.  The  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1879,  re¬ 
enacted  and  codified  in  1885  is  now  known  as  the 
Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885.  This  is  the  enabling 
act  for  most  of  the  tile  and  sub-surface  drainage 
undertaken  by  small  drainage  districts.  These 
statutes  have  been  the  subject  of  numerous  court 
decisions  in  the  last  60  years,  with  the  result  that 
much  of  the  basic  law  for  drainage  districts  is  out¬ 
side  the  statute  books.  Many  ambiguities  could  be 
removed,  some  litigation  obviated,  and  economical 
administration  promoted  by  enactment  of  a  single 
simplified  drainage  law,  superseding  the  existing 
acts  and  embodying  the  substance  of  the  court  de¬ 
cisions. 

When  the  Tax  Commission  undertook  the  com¬ 
pilation  of  financial  data  on  drainage  districts  in 
Illinois,  it  entered  upon  a  task  attempted  several 
times  before  but  only  partially  completed  because 
of  its  magnitude.  No  adequate  inventory  of  drain- 


age  districts  existed.  The  Illinois  State  Geological 
Survey  had  published  in  1921  and  subsequently  re¬ 
vised  in  1929  a  study  entitled  Engineering  and  Legal 
Aspects  of  Land  Drainage  in  Illinois  by  G.  W. 
Pickels  and  F.  B.  Leonard.  This  volume,  now  out  of 
print,  served  as  a  starting  point  for  the  inventory 
included  in  this  Survey.  The  Federal  Land  Bank 
of  St.  Louis  made  a  study  of  drainage  districts  in 
1934  for  its  own  use  in  appraising  Illinois  farm 
lands.  The  inventory  of  drainage  districts  made  by 
the  Bank  was  reproduced  on  micro-photographic 
films  by  the  Tax  Commission,  and  this  list,  with 
the  Pickels  and  Leonard  inventory,  served  as  a 
basis  for  field  operation  by  county  workers  in  the 
Survey  of  Local  Finance.  The  Bureau  of  the  Census 
has  undertaken,  since  1920,  to  compile  data  on  drain¬ 
age  of  agricultural  lands  as  part  of  the  regular 
decennial  census,  but  it  publishes  only  county  sum¬ 
maries.  The  Bureau  enumerates  as  drainage  enter¬ 
prises  many  private  projects  not  organized  under 
statutory  authority  and  not  included  in  this  Survey. 

In  addition  to  compiling  financial  statistics  of 
drainage  districts,  the  Commission  undertook  for 
the  first  time  to  prepare  maps  of  these  districts. 
The  sixteen  sectional  fnaps  included  in  this  volume 
contain  all  the  drainage  districts  for  which  bound¬ 
aries  were  available.  These  maps  are  taken  from 
maps  filed  with  the  court  on  original  petition  for 
organization,  special  engineering  maps  of  drainage 
districts,  and  Federal  Land  Bank  records. 

Finally  data  were  obtained:  wherever  possible 
about  assessments  levied  and  bonds  issued  by  these 
districts  since  their  organization.  More  complete 


This  volume,  Drainage  District  Organization  and 
Finance:  1879-1937,  was  prepared  by  the  Tax  Com¬ 
mission  in  cooperation  with  the  Work  Projects  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  constitutes  a  part  of  a  report  on 
Project  No.  65-1-54-2487. 

In  gathering  materials  for  the  study,  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  public  officers  and  especially  drainage  dis¬ 
trict  officers  throughout  the  state  was  necessary 
and  was  cheerfully  given.  Three  Federal  govern¬ 
ment  agencies,  the  Federal  Land  Bank  of  St.  Louis, 
the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation,  and  the 
Bureau  of  Census  made  numerous  records  avail¬ 
able  and  otherwise  extended  assistance.  State 
agencies  such  as  the  Division  of  Waterways  and  the 
State  Planning  Commission  have  both  compiled 
drainage  district  data  from  time  to  time  and  made 
these  records  available.  The  University  of  Illinois 
and  a  number  of  its  faculty  members  as  individuals 


data  were  obtained  respecting  financial  operations 
of  these  districts  in  the  period  1925-1937.  While 
complete  information  for  all  districts  is  lacking, 
that  secured  includes  the  most  important  districts 
and  serves  as  an  indication  of  the  volume  and  im¬ 
portance  of  drainage  district  financing.  The  sources 
of  these  data  for  the  period  1925-1937  were  primary; 
records  of  the  organization  and  proceedings  of  dis¬ 
tricts  and  the  annual  reports  of  their  commissioners 
were  obtained  from  the  files  of  the  courts  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  individual  drainage  districts. 
Wherever  possible,  drainage  district  treasurers’  rec¬ 
ords  were  obtained. 

The  interest,  suggestions,  and  cooperation  have 
been  sought  of  all  those  agencies  and  institutions 
which  might  make  further  use  of  the  data  con¬ 
tained  in  this  volume.  As  has  been  suggested,  this 
material  may  form  the  basis  of  further  study  in 
the  fields  of  drainage  law  or  agricultural  economics, 
as  well  as  local  government  finance. 

The  Survey  of  which  this  is  a  part  was  under¬ 
taken  under  the  direction  of  Simeon  E.  Leland 
when  he  was  chairman  of  the  Commission.  The 
present  Commission  acknowledges  his  continuing 
interest  and  effort  which  have  contributed  in  large 
measure  to  the  planning  and  consummation  of  the 
volumes  in  this  series. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Philip  W.  Collins,  Chairman 
Richard  J.  Lyons, 

Paul  C.  Rosenquist. 


were  helpful  in  making  suggestions  and  pointing  to 
further  uses  of  the  data  as  were  officers  of  various 
Federal  agencies  interested  in  this  field.  Some  of 
the  data  used  in  this  volume  have  been  deposited 
in  the  State  Archives  where  they  may  be  utilized 
for  further  study. 

Field  data  were  gathered  on  forms  developed  for 
Volume  VI  of  the  Survey  by  A.  Smith  Pond  who 
directed  the  early  field  work  on  this  volume.  Direc¬ 
tion  of  the  major  part  of  the  field  work  and  supervi¬ 
sion  of  the  central  office  tabulations  were  done  by 
Benjamin  P.  Draper.  The  text  was  prepared  by 
Mr.  Draper  and  Elizabeth  R.  Gallistel.  Special 
acknowledgement  is  due  to  I.  M.  Labovitz  for  edit¬ 
ing  the  manuscript,  to  David  Calderelli  for  tabula¬ 
tions,  and  to  Ida  Grove  for  manuscript  preparation 
and  Supreme  Court  case  research. 

George  W.  Mitchell. 
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CHAPTER  ONE 

SCOPE  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  PROBLEMS  IN  ILLINOIS 


NATURE  OF  ILLINOIS  LANDS 

The  topography  of  the  State  of  Illinois  is  such 
that  nearly  all  of  its  lands  can  be  cultivated.  How¬ 
ever,  a  wide  divergence  of  surface  and  sub-surface 
characteristics  renders  agricultural  problems  any¬ 
thing  but  uniform.  This  diversity  of  topographical 
and  soil-composition  aspects  lies  partly  in  the  geo¬ 
logical  history  of  the  lands  that  are  today  Illinois. 
Not  more  than  25,000  years  ago  (a  comparatively 
short  time  in  geological  development),  there  was 
still  to  be  found  in  what  is  today  the  Lake  Michigan 
region  of  Illinois  the  last  of  the  four  great  glaciers. 
The  leveling  action  of  these  sheets  of  ice  effaced 
'  both  hills  and  valleys.  Ninety  per  cent  of  the  sur¬ 
face  of  Illinois  was  covered  by  glaciers,  the  only  un¬ 
glaciated  areas  being  Jo  Daviess  County  in  the  ex¬ 
treme  northwestern  part  of  the  State,  Calhoun 
County  along  the  Mississippi  River,  and  the  seven 
counties  in  the  southernmost  region  along  the  Ohio 
River.  The  hilly  and  uneven  character  of  these  areas 
indicates  the  probable  appearance  of  the  whole  of 
Illinois  before  the  ice  age.  Elsewhere  the  uneven 
surface  has  been  overlaid  by  a  glacial  drift  averag¬ 
ing  seventy-five  feet  in  depth.  The  northeast  part 
of  the  State,  in  the  Chicago  region,  is  today  the 
least  mature  in  soil  character  and  drainage.  The 
many  lakes  and  marshy  places  in  this  area  were 
formed  by  the  melting  of  the  last  ice  sheet,  the 
Wisconsin. 

At  various  places  in  the  State,  ridges,  moraines, 
and  rock  outcroppings  mark  the  termini  of  these 
sheets  of  ice,  but  the  greatest  part  of  the  glaciated 
area  of  Illinois  is  now  covered  with  a  type  of  soil 
known  as  loess.  This  post-glacially  developed  soil 
varies  in  depth  from  a  few  inches  in  some  places  to 
more  than  a  hundred  in  others.  Enriched  by  prairie 
grasses  and  leaf  moulds  of  thousands  of  years,  loess 
possesses  a  texture  that  ranks  it  among  the  finest 
agricultural  soils  of  the  world.  It  ranges  in  quality 
from  the  rich  black  and  brown  silt  and  clay  loams 
of  the  corn  belt  to  the  reddish-yellow  sandy  loams 
farther  south.  The  underlying  strata  of  soils  are,  in 
many  places,  impermeable  to  water,  and  in  other 
places  form  good  sub-surface  drainage. 

Each  year  a  generous  amount  of  rain  falls  on  Illi¬ 
nois  lands,  varying  in  different  sections  from  thirty 
to  fifty  inches.  Although  the  surface  of  the  State 
is  relatively  flat,  it  is  nonetheless  divided  by  gentle 
and  almost  imperceptible  elevations  which  direct  the 
flow  of  water.  There  are  eight  main  basins  or  water¬ 


sheds  :  Lake  Michigan,  and  the  Illinois,  the  Rock,  the 
Kaskaskia,  the  Big  Muddy,  the  Mississippi,  the 
Wabash,  and  the  Ohio  rivers.  Hundreds  of  smaller 
streams  converge  into  these  main  channels;  eventu¬ 
ally  all  the  surface  waters  of  the  State  flow  into  the 
Mississippi,  with  the  single  exception  of  the  Lake 
Michigan  watershed. 

The  two  largest  rivers,  the  Mississippi  and  the 
Illinois,  attain  a  flood  plain  of  more  than  a  mile  in 
width  at  some  places.  In  the  never-ending  flow  to 
the  sea,  these  streams  have  deposited  thick  layers  of 
fine  soil  along  these  flat  flood  plain  areas.  Some 
streams  have  a  flow  that  is  direct  and  swift;  others 
are  sluggish  and  thus  create  meandering  river  beds, 
marshy  backwaters,  and  sloughs.  Still  other  large 
areas  of  the  State,  in  times  of  heavy  rainfull,  are 
covered  with  great  sheets  of  water  that  await  the 
slow  process  of  permeation  and  drainage  through 
the  sub-soil.  These  areas  are  for  part  of  the  year 
swamps  and  marshes. 

The  natural  state  of  Illinois  was  a  great  green 
wilderness.  Along  the  streams,  and  extending  back 
for  several  miles,  were  dense  stands  of  oak,  walnut, 
and  willows;  a  generous  share  of  the  State’s  area 
was  forested.  Between  these  wooded  areas,  and  in 
the  great  eastern  central  part  of  the  State  were 
thousands  of  acres  of  grass  lands.  This  was  the 
country  that  the  early  settler  found  when  he  first 
came  to  Illinois  after  the  close  of  the  War  of  Inde¬ 
pendence. 

Pioneers  from  the  eastern  seaboard  states  settled 
the  lands  along  the  Wabash,  the  Ohio,  and  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi.  In  these  wooded  areas,  the  homesteader 
found  logs  for  his  cabin,  fuel  for  his  fire,  game  for 
his  table,  and  soil  that  yielded  good  crops  once  it 
had  been  cleared  and  planted.  The  open,  rolling 
prairie  lands  offered  little  attraction  to  early  set¬ 
tlers.  Although  the  low,  luxuriant  growth  attested 
to  good  soil,  for  many  months  of  the  year  these 
lands  were  wet  and  soft.  The  black,  sticky  soil 
could  not  be  turned  by  the  iron  and  wooden  ploughs 
that  had  proven  effective  in  the  sandy  loams  from 
which  the  emigrants  had  come.1  Gnats,  flies,  snakes, 
and  wild  animals  infested  the  tall  grasses  and  the 
dread  black  swamp  fever  was  thought  to  steal  out 
of  these  places  at  night  to  take  toll  of  settlers  and 
their  families. 

These  great  open  spaces,  today  among  the  richest 
lands  in  the  world,  were  finally  farmed  and  devel- 

lJohn  L.  Conger,  History  of  the  Illinois  River  Valley ,  p.  442,  (Chicago:  1932). 
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oped  because  of  two  major  factors.  The  tide  of  set¬ 
tlers  continued  to  sweep  into  Illinois  and  in  a  few 
short  years  had  claimed  all  of  the  timbered  lands. 
Thus  necessity  forced  men  to  locate  on  what  were 
considered  to  be  the  less  desirable  homesteads.  In 
1837,  John  Deere  invented  his  “self-polisher  steel 
plow”  which  made  it  possible  to  till  the  black  soil  of 
the  open  lands.  It  was  then  that  the  settlement  of 
Illinois  was  pushed  rapidly  northward.  New  areas 
were  opened  by  the  charter  lines  of  the  Illinois  Cen¬ 
tral  Railroad  in  1851  and  by  the  construction  of  the 
Ulinois-Michigan  Canal  during  the  period  1840  to 
1857.  In  the  short  space  of  sixty  years  (1820-1880) 


the  greatest  part  of  the  agriculturally  productive 
lands  of  Illinois  had  been  tilled.  Farmers  then 
turned  their  attention  to  the  improvement  of  the 
natural  state  of  these  lands  and  the  increase  in  agri¬ 
cultural  production;  not  the  least  of  the  problems 
encountered  was  improving  the  natural  drainage. 

LAND  USE  IN  ILLINOIS 

The  State  of  Illinois  today  is  the  fourth  ranking 
commonwealth  in  agricultural  production.  It  has  a 
total  land  area  of  35,868,000  acres.  Eighty-eight  per 
cent  of  that  area,  or  31,660,000  acres,  is  in  farms; 
the  remaining  twelve  per  cent  is  occupied  by  cities, 
railroads,  public  institutions,  roads,  or  is  used  for 
industrial  purposes.  Not  all  of  this  thirty-one  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  farm  land  is  used  in  actual  agricultural 
production,  however.  Some  is  classified  as  pasture 
land  or  woodland  and  some  is  idle  crop  land. 
Twenty-five  million  acres  of  all  the  farm  land  were 
classified  as  “land  available  for  crops,”  in  1934,  and 
approximately  eighteen  million  acres  of  this  land 
were  harvested.2  In  years  past,  as  high  as  twenty- 
two  million  acres  have  been  harvested.3  Between 
eighteen  and  twenty  million  acres  of  land  in  Illinois 
is  annually  utilized  in  actual  crop  production — or 
slightly  more  than  half  the  area  of  the  State,  and 
an  additional  twelve  million  acres  is  put  to  other 
agricultural  uses. 

It  was  not  without  considerable  alteration  of  the 
natural  state  of  many  thousands  of  acres  of  these 
lands  that  they  were  brought  into  use.  Many  of 
the  open  prairie  lands  were  swampy  where  sub¬ 
surface  drainage  was  neither  uniform  nor  adequate. 
The  early  wet  seasons  of  the  year  made  ploughing 
difficult.  Heavy  rains  later  in  the  growing  season 
meant  that  in  many  areas  an  excess  of  moisture 
stayed  in  the  ground,  rotted  the  roots  of  crops,  and 
soured  the  soil.  Along  the  river  beds  there  were 
vast  areas  of  land  that  could  be  ploughed  easily; 
bottom  land  had  been  thought  for  generations  to  be 
the  best  for  crops.  However,  these  wide  flood  plain 
areas  could  safely  be  farmed  only  if  the  river  could 
be  controlled  once  or  twice  a  year  during  high  water. 
The  land  was  worthless  without  protection  from 
floods;  with  protection,  it  yielded  good  crops  and 
farming  was  relatively  easy.  Thus  the  problems  of 
making  lands  agriculturally  more  productive  were 
two-fold  —  sub-soil  drainage  and  open  ditches  in 
some  parts  of  the  state  and  flood  and  highwater 
protection  in  others. 

It  was  discovered  that  sub-soil  drainage  could  be 
accelerated  and  improved  by  burrowing  in  the 

United  Stales  Census  of  Agriculture:  1935,  Illinois  Statistics  by  Counties,  p.  6. 

sFor  details  from  1866  to  1938,  see  Illinois  Cooperative  Crop  Reporting  Service 
Bulletins,  Illinois  Crop  and  Live  Stock  Statistics,  circular  nos.  438,  439,  and  440. 
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ground.  A  strange  looking  plow  was  developed  to  cut 
round  tube-like  hollows  parallel  with  the  surface  at 
a  depth  of  about  five  feet.  These  tubes  were  run  in 
the  direction  of  the  natural  drainage  and  terminated 
at  the  bank  of  a  stream  or  an  artificial  ditch  that 
connected  with  a  stream.  The  sub-soil  drainage 
plow  was  appropriately  called  a  “mole.”  Later  it 
was  found  more  permanent  and  practical  to  replace 
these  underground  tubes  with  drainage  tiles  that 
served  the  same  purpose — accelerating  the  flow  of 
sub-surface  water.  Today  deep  cuts  are  made  with 
ditch  digging  machines  and  long  rows  of  tile  laterals 
are  laid  and  connected  with  artificial  ditches  which 
follow  fence  lines  and  permit  uninterrupted  farming 
of  large  areas.  The  unbroken  furrows  of  a  well- 
drained  Illinois  farm  would  give  no  surface  indica¬ 
tion  that  there  are  any  drainage  works  under 
ground.  A  wet  spot,  after  a  rainfall,  however,  may 
tell  the  farmer  that  directly  below  it  lies  a  broken 
tile.  Once  laid,  mending  and  maintenance  of  these 
laterals  is  a  relatively  inexpensive  task. 

Flood  protection,  since  the  time  of  the  ancient 
Egyptians  has  been  afforded  by  levees.  These  bul¬ 
warks  of  stone,  timber  and  earth  were  built  in  Illinois 
from  the  time  of  the  earliest  settlement  along  the 
Mississippi  and  the  Wabash  rivers,  then  main  arteries 
of  travel.  The  modern  drainage  district  levee  is  only 
one  part  of  the  drainage  system  of  the  district. 
There  are  open  ditches  in  many  districts  which  carry 
off  rainfall  waters  denied  their  natural  outlet  to  the 
river.  There  may  be  a  pumping  plan  to  remove  sur¬ 
plus  water  from  lands  that  lies  below  the  new  and 
higher  water  level  of  the  river  created  by  encroach¬ 
ing  on  the  natural  flood  plain  through  levee  con¬ 
struction.  Drainage  districts  all  over  the  State  en¬ 
gage  in  clearing  stream  beds,  and  straightening  and 
deepening  natural  channels  to  accelerate  natural 
drainage. 

In  1930,  the  United  States  Bureau  of  the  Census 
reported  that  9,331,000  acres  of  farm  lands  in  Illi¬ 
nois  or  one-half  of  all  the  farm  lands  used  in  crop 
production  were  provided  with  artificial  drainage  of 
some  sort.4  Out  of  a  total  of  214,500  individual 
farms  in  Illinois,  one-third,  or  71,800  have  artificial 
drainage.  Only  a  small  fraction  of  this  drained  land 
is  pasture  and  woodland  or  unimproved;  almost  all 
of  it  is  used  in  actual  crop  production. 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Conditioning  more  than  nine  million  acres  of  land 
for  agricultural  use  by  supplementing  and  accelerat¬ 
ing  its  natural  drainage  and  by  providing  flood  pro- 

fifteenth  Census  of  the  United  States:  1980,  Drainage  of  Agricultural  lands,  Illinois 
Statistics  for  State  and  Counties,  p.  4. 
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tection  is  not  an  easily  accomplished  task  from 
either  an  engineering  or  economic  view.  The 
achievement  of  this  in  Illinois  has  consumed  the 
better  part  of  sixty  years.  The  lands  requiring 
drainage  were  widely  scattered  thoughout  the  state, 
and  requirements  differed  in  various  localities.  Ef¬ 
fective  methods  had  to  be  developed  to  meet  peculiar 
conditions,  and  the  entire  work  had  to  be  financed 
from  anticipated  income  produced  by  the  lands  thus 
reclaimed.  Some  was  accomplished  by  private  en¬ 
terprise  through  the  efforts  of  individual  landown¬ 
ers,  some  through  contracting  with  private  dredg¬ 
ing  and  tiling  companies  and  some  was  accomplished 
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by  creating  drainage  districts.  Five  and  one-half 
million  acres  in  Illinois  have  been  provided  with 
drainage  through  drainage  districts  organized  un¬ 
der  Illinois  statutes;  four  million  acres  have  been 
drained  by  private  enterprise. 

Mutually  interested  landowners  in  particular  lo¬ 
calities  where  land  and  drainage  factors  were  com¬ 
mon  to  each  undertook  the  construction  of  drainage 
works  to  serve  these  common  needs.  Investments  in 
early  land  drainage  projects,  both  by  private  in¬ 
terests  and  by  drainage  districts,  were  as  much  a 
gamble  as  other  real  estate  speculations.  Funds 
were  advanced  in  many  instances  and  later  lost  to 
investors  because  of  unsound  ventures.  In  other 
places,  through  borrowing  and  amortizing  reclama¬ 
tion  costs  over  a  period  of  years,  landowners  were 
able  to  effectively  condition  large  areas  for  crop 
production. 

Early  efforts  were  through  rights  at  common  law, 
through  private  chartered  drainage  and  navigation 
companies,  and  finally  by  organized  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts.  Following  the  pattern  developed  in  other 
states,  Illinois  created  quasi-governmental  units 
known  as  drainage  districts.  Enabling  laws  per¬ 
mit  mutually  interested  farmers  to  organize  drain¬ 
age  districts  under  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  county, 
circuit,  and  in  some  instances  justice  courts.5  To  serve 
the  two  distinct  types  of  drainage  and  two  distinct 
groups  of  interested  parties,  there  were  enacted  two 
separate  and  distinct  drainage  laws  in  Illinois — the 
Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879  and  the  Farm 
Drainage  Act  of  1885  (a  codification  of  an  earlier 
Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1879).  While  these  laws 
have  varying  provisions  and  the  procedure  under 
each  is  different  in  some  respects,  the  powers  and 
functions  of  the  drainage  districts  organized  under 
both  are  the  same. 

Drainage  districts,  guided  by  elected  or  appointed 
officers,  are  given  limited  powers  for  the  contract, 
construction,  and  financing  of  needed  drainage 
works.  The  bulk  of  drainage  law  in  Illinois  has 
developed  since  1879  and  provides  under  both  laws 
for  the  organization  of  seven  types  of  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  to  suit  various  conditions  and  demands.  The 
two  Illinois  statutes  refer  to  these  seven  types  of 
districts  as  follows:  drainage  and  levee  districts, 
outlet  drainage  districts  (both  organized  under  the 
Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879) ;  special,  union, 
township,  and  user  drainage  districts  (organized 
under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885)  and  mutual 
districts  organized  under  either  act.  While  these 
districts  differ  widely  in  organization,  there  are  iden- 

*The  Superior  Court  in  Cook  county  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  County 
Court.  Cf.  Smith- Hurd,  chap.  37,  secs.  158  and  159;  chap.  42,  secs.  4  and  134. 


tical  limitations  upon  their  activities.6  All  must 
be  organized  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  law 
and  their  actions  are  subject  to  its  approval.  Drain¬ 
age  districts  may  raise  revenues  only  by  the  levy 
of  special  assessments  according  to  the  benefit  prin¬ 
ciple,  upon  lands  included  in  the  district  and  affected 
by  the  drainage  work.  No  drainage  district  in  Il¬ 
linois  has  the  power  to  levy  taxes  under  the  general 
property  tax.  They  may  incur  debt.  They  may  own 
and  operate  property  and  can  acquire  same  by  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain.  An  annual  up¬ 
keep  assessment  (known  in  Illinois  as  “annual  bene¬ 
fits”)  may  be  levied  by  drainage  and  levee  districts 
with  court  approval.  Public  hearings  are  required 
for  all  assessments  procedures,  no  action  is  legal 
without  publication  and  due  notice,  officers  are  re¬ 
quired  to  be  residents  of  the  district,  and  appeal 
from  district  organization  and  action  may  be  had  to 
the  highest  courts  of  the  State  and  nation. 

Once  a  group  of  landowners  whose  lands  lie  ad¬ 
jacent  one  to  another  have  determined  to  organize 
a  drainage  and  levee  district,  they  may  file  a  peti- 


•Organization  of  each  of  these  types  is  discussed  at  length  in  chap.  iii. 

Powers  of  drainage  districts — The  powers  of  the  drainage  districts  under  Illinois 
law  are  extremely  limited.  They  are  quasi-governmental  organizations  that  exist 
only  for  a  single  specific  purpose  and  are  limited  to  the  levy  of  special  assessments 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  holding  of  the  Illinois  Supreme  Court  that 
the  General  Assembly  "may  endow  units  with  any  or  all  of  the  powers  of  pre-existing 
types  and  either  transfer  functions  ....  or  extend  the  scope  of  local  government 
to  the  furnishing  of  new  services  provided  they  fulfill  a  public  purpose”  is  applicable 
to  drainage  districts  (People  v.  Walsh,  96  Ill.  232  [1880];  People  v.  Salomon.  51  Ill. 
50  [1869];  and  Smith-Hurd,  Illinois  Annotated  Statutes,  Constitution  volume,  His¬ 
torical  Notes,  Article  IV,  sec.  22.  See  also  People  v.  Hepler,  240  Ill.  196  [1909]).  The 
courts  of  this  state,  however,  have  held  repeatedly  that  only  such  powers  specifically 
granted  may  be  exercised  by  various  governmental  units.  In  the  case  of  drainage 
districts,  it  was  stated  "they  are  solely  creatures  of  the  statute,  the  power  to  organize 
and  abolish  is  legislative”  and  again  the  court  held,  “such  districts  are  organized 
merely  for  a  special  and  limited  purpose;  their  powers  are  restricted  to  such  as  the 
legislature  has  deemed  essential  for  the  accomplishment  of  such  purpose,  and  they 
are  only  authorized  to  raise  funds  for  the  specific  object  for  which  they  are  formed 
and  they  can  do  that  in  no  other  mode  than  by  special  assessments  upon  the  property 
benefited  which  can  in  no  case  exceed  the  benefits  to  the  lands  assessed.”  Cf.  Bissell 
v.  Edwards  River  Drainage  District,  259  Ill.  594  (1913);  Mason  v.  Browner,  245  Ill. 
App.  Ill;  and  Hollenbech  v.  Detrick,  162  Ill.  388  (1896);  also  Elmore  v.  Drainage 
Commissioners,  135  Ill.  277  (1890),  Webster  v.  The  People,  98  IU.  343  (1881),  and  Com¬ 
missioners  v. (Kelsey,  120  Ill.  482  (1887).  Further  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  drain¬ 
age  district  commissioners  to  undertake  the  construction  of  works  was  construed  in 
the  case  of  the  Inlet  Drainage  District.  Cf.  Badger  v.  Inlet  Drainage  Distriot,  124 
Ill.  541  (1892).  This  district  was  organized  in  November,  1879,  shortly  after  the 
passage  of  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879.  Its  commissioners,  independent  of 
and  subsequent  to  the  order  of  confirmation  of  the  Lee  County  court,  entered  into  a 
contract  for  the  removal  of  a  dam  and  levied  without  court  approval  an  assessment 
of  $1,700  to  pay  for  same.  The  Supreme  Court  held  in  this  case  that  "while  it  is 
quite  probable  that  it  was  not  contemplated  that  the  power  of  the  commissioners 
to  make  an  assessments  would  be  exhausted  by  the  first  assessment,  the  statute  will 
be  searched  in  vain  for  authority  for  the  commissioners  to  do  any  act  materially 
affecting  the  character  or  extent  or  cost  of  the  improvement  as  to  which  there  is  not 
provided  there  shall  be  notice  to  the  landowners  affected,  and  opportunity  for  them 
to  be  heard  .  .  .  Before  the  commissioners  could  make  any  contract  in  that  respect 
they  must  present  to  the  court  appointing  them  a  report  ....  estimate  of  costs 
....  and  afford  the  landowner  of  the  district  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.”  Cf. 
“The  commissioners  have  no  power  to  impose  any  liability  on  their  district  except 
on  a  hearing  in  court,  at  which  every  landowner  shall  have  the  opportunity  to  appear 
and  be  heard  ....  he  has  a  right  to  be  heard  at  every  stage  of  the  proceedings  to 
fix  his  liability."  (Corcoran  v.  Mud  Creek  Drainage  District,  336  Ill.  211  (1929). 
Also  See  People  v.  Garner,  275,  Ill.  228  (1916).  In  these  two  effects  (the  levying  of 
special  assessments  only,  and  the  requiring  of  court  approval  for  all  actions )  he  the 
limited  powers  and  the  extent  of  authority  of  drainage  districts  in  Illinois.  The 
implied  power  to  borrow  is  discussed  under  "Bonded  Indebtedness,”  infra. 


Drainage  District  Organization 


5 


TABLE  1 

NUMBER  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  AND  ACREAGE 

1879-1 937 1 


Year 

No.  of 

Districts 

Acreage 

1879 

205 

163,000 

1890 

322 

1,522,900 

1900 

594 

2,353,700 

1910 

1,059 

3,728,100 

1920 

1,324 

4,867,200 

1930 

1,526 

5,346,100 

1937 

1,541 2 

5,454,000 

■Prior  to  1879  there  were  several  drainage  districts  in  existence:  the  first  one  was 
organized  in  1818,  and  in  1850  there  were  12,  and  in  1870  there  were  38.  See  chap  ii 
for  details  of  these  and  other  early  ventures. 

■Of  the  total  1,541,  there  were  486  districts  whose  date  of  organization  was  un¬ 
certain;  these  districts  and  the  acreage  represented  are  distributed  over  the  period. 
Of  the  total  1,541  districts  468,  have  been  active  since  1925. 

tion  with  the  county  court  of  the  county  in  which  a 
majority  of  the  lands  lie.8  In  the  case  of  small  drain¬ 
age  districts  under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act,  this 
action  may  be  taken  by  township  officers.  The  de¬ 
termination  of  the  boundaries  of  the  district  to  in¬ 
clude  all  of  the  lands  benefited  by  the  proposed  work 
is  subject  to  court  approval.  A  landowner  whose 
lands  can  be  shown  to  be  benefited,  may  be  included 
in  the  district  by  court  order,  even  though  such  in¬ 
clusion  is  against  his  wishes.  Once  its  organization 
is  complete,  the  district  proceeds  to  levy  a  special 
assessment  (with  court  approval  after  public  hear¬ 
ings  have  been  held)  to  pay  the  costs  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  drainage  works.  The  total  construc¬ 
tion  assessment  required  for  the  effective  drainage 
or  flood  protection  of  the  district  is  usually  based 
upon  an  estimate  of  an  engineer  or  of  the  district 
commissioners.  The  determination  of  benefits  to 
accrue  to  various  parcels  of  land,  and  the  spreading 
of  the  assessment  over  the  area  (assessing  specific 
amounts  to  each  parcel  of  land  in  the  district)  may 
be  undertaken  by  the  commissioners  and  later  sub¬ 
jected  to  court  approval  or  by  order  of  the  court  or 
it  may  be  done  by  a  jury. 


•For  a  complete  discussion  of  drainage  district  organization  and  procedure,  see 
chap.  iii. 


TABLE  2 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  AREAS  OF  DRAINAGE 
DISTRICTS  1937 


Acres 


Number  of 
Districts 


1  —  500 .  69 

500—  1,000  .  260 

1,000—  1,500 .  280 

1.500—  2,000  .  171 

2,000—  2,500 .  138 

2.500—  3,000 .  87 

3,000—  3,500  .  75 

3.500—  4,000 .  59 

4,000  —  4,500  .  48 

4,500  —  5,000  .  50 

5,000  —  7,500 .  132 

7.500—  10,000  .  62 

10,000  —  12,500 .  39 

12,500—  15,000 .  19 

15,000—  17,500 .  12 

17.500  —  20,000 .  14 

20,000  —  22,500  .  3 

22.500  —  25,000  .  4 

25,000  and  over .  19 


TOTAL .  1,541 


over: 


26  districts  with  areas  of  20,000  acres  or 
20,000  Whiteside  &  Rock  Island 
Sp.  D.D.  (Whiteside  Co.) 

20,912  Lawndale  A  Cropsey  D.D. 

(Me  Lean  Co.) 

21,619  Clear  Creek  L.  A  D.D. 

(Union  Co.) 

22,987  Martinton  D.D.  #3 
(Iroquois  Co.) 

23,820  Embarrass  River  Sp.  D.D. 

(Champaign  Co.) 

24,545  North  Fork  Sp.  D.D. 

(Hamilton  Co.) 

24,751  Two  Mile  Slough  D.D. 

(Champaign  Co.) 

25,660  Young  America  D.D.  #1 
(Edgar  Co.) 

27,202  IUini  Sp.  D.D. 

(Macon  Co.) 

27,330  Haw  Creek  Sp.  D.D. 

(Hamilton  Co.) 

30,895  Russell  A  Allison  D.D. 
(Lawrence  Co.) 

32,118  Cache  River  D.D.  Sub  #1 
(Massac  Co.) 


32,368  Degognia  A  Fountain  Bluff 
D.D.  (Jackson  Co.) 

33,500  Skillet  Fork  D.D.  (Wayne  Co.) 
33,768  Inlet  Swamp  D.D.  (Lee  Co.) 
33,999  Green  River  Sp.  D.D. 

(Henry  Co.) 

36,000  Beaver  Lake  D.D. 

(Champaign  Co.) 

36,060  Vermilion  Sp.  D.D.  (Ford  Co.) 
40,000  Tampico  Prophetstown  A  Hume 
D.D.  A  Sub.  (Whiteside  Co.) 

41,493  Big  Four  D.D.  (Ford  Co.) 

41,846  Lake  Fork  D.D.  (Piatt,  Cham¬ 
paign  and  Douglas  Cos.) 

42,280  Mason  A  Tazewell  Sp.  D.D. 

(Mason  A  Tazewell  Cos.) 

46,907  Union  D.D.  (Champaign  Co.) 
61,483  Spring  Creek  D.D. 

(Kankakee  Co.) 

67,900  Cache  River  D.D.  (Massac, 
Pope,  Pulaski,  Union  AJohnson  Coe.) 
110,000  Sny  Island  Levee  D.D.  (Pike, 
Adams  A  Calhoun  Cos.) 


TABLE  3 

TOTAL  ACREAGE  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  IN  ILLINOIS,  BY  TYPES 

1879-1937 


Type  of  district 

No.  of 
districts 
1879-1937 

Acreage 

1879 

1890 

1900 

1910 

1920 

1930 

1937 

Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879 

Levee  &  outlet* . 

526 

134,000 

589,000 

892,000 

1,554,000 

2,308,000 

2,645,000 

2,714,000 

Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1886 

Township  &  user2 . 

515 

29,000 

446,000 

647,000 

900,000 

1,019,000 

1,059,000 

1,082,000 

Special . 

78 

171,000 

269,000 

285,000 

507,000 

605,000 

629,000 

637,000 

Union . / . 

327 

443,000 

644,000 

764,000 

810,000 

815,000 

Districts  organized  under  either  act 

Mutual . 

95 

48,000 

87,000 

123,000 

171,000 

203,000 

206,000 

TOTAL . 

1,541 

163,000 

1,523,000 

2,354,000 

3,728,000 

4,867,000 

5,346,000 

5,454,000 

■There  are  two  outlet  drainage  districts  aggregating  58,000  acres. 
■There  are  eighteen  user  drainage  districts.  Cf.  chap,  iii,  infra. 
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TABLE  4 

TOTAL  ACREAGE  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  IN  ILLINOIS,  BY  COUNTIES 

1879-1937 


Adame . 

42,600 

Edwards . 

.  6,800 

Alexander  .  . 

...  26,600 

Effingham . 

600 

Bond . 

...  2,600 

Fayette . 

.  38,500 

Boone . 

...  9,800 

Ford . 

. 167,200 

Brown . 

1,900 

Fulton . 

.  27,800 

Bureau . 

53,300 

Gallatin 

44,000 

Carroll  . 

.  6,400 

Greene . 

.  55,400 

Cass . 

39,400 

Grundy . 

.  25,300 

Champaign  . 

.  439,000 

Hamilton .  .  . 

.  55,700 

Christian . 

151,200 

Hancock . 

....  14,900 

Clark 

. . . .  7,600 

Henderson 

...  16,200 

Clay . 

.  .  . .  6,100 

Henry . 

. 124,000 

Clinton  . 

6,700 

Iroquois . 

.  346,600 

Coles . 

113,200 

Jackson . 

.  42,700 

Cook . 

49,200 

Jasper . . 

...  17,300 

Crawford . 

18,900 

Jersey  . 

.  .  12,800 

Cumberland 

.  4,600 

Johnson . 

.  17,300 

DeKalb . 

.  .  52,700 

Kane . 

.105,500 

DeWitt 

...  85,800 

Kankakee. 

. 209,200 

Douglas 

211,700 

Kendall . 

4,400 

DuPage . 

11,900 

Lake  . 

.  42,500 

Edgar . 

...  165,300 

LaSalle . 

.  44,200 

Undertakings  of  a  very  large  scale  have  been  de¬ 
veloped  by  drainage  districts  organized  under  these 
laws.  Extensive  levees  providing  flood  protection 
have  been  constructed  and  maintained ;  pumping 
plants  of  some  districts  draw  surplus  waters  from 
areas  of  several  thousand  acres;  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  acres  of  land  have  been  under-laid  with 
title  connecting  with  artificial  ditches  and  natural 
streams  and  providing  sub-surface  drainage.  There 
have  been  1,541  drainage  districts  organized  in  Il¬ 
linois  since  1879:  524  drainage  and  levee,  497  town¬ 
ship,  327  union,  78  special,  95  mutual,  18  user,  and 
2  outlet  drainage  districts.  It  is  to  be  noted  that 
of  this  total  only  468  have  been  active  since  1925. 

The  total  area  of  all  seven  types  of  districts  ag¬ 
gregates  5,454,000  acres  of  land.7  In  size  drainage 
districts  vary  from  a  few  hundred  acres  of  land  to 
districts  comprising  several  thousand  acres.  Mu¬ 
tual  districts  are  generally  under  one  thousand 
acres  and  comprise  holdings  of  about  ten  landown¬ 
ers.  The  largest  drainage  district  in  the  State,  the 
Sny  Island  Levee  Drainage  District,  comprises 
110,000  acres  along  the  Mississippi  River. 

’In  addition  to  these  organized  drainage  districts,  there  are  about  four  million 
acres  of  land  provided  by  drainage  by  private  enterprise  and  not  included  in  this 
study.  Cf.  U  S.  Bureau  of  Census,  op.  cit.,  p.  4. 


Lawrence . 

. ...  93,700 

Pope . 

.  13,300 

Lee . 

. . . .  72,800 

Pulaski . 

...  35,500 

Livingston . 

.  107,500 

Putnam . 

....  2,600 

Logan . 

.  44,600 

Randolph . 

. ...  12,500 

Macon . 

.  .  91,400 

Rock  Island. . . . 

. ...  33,900 

Macoupin . 

.  ...  17,400 

Saline . 

77,700 

Madison . 

.  52,700 

Sangamon  ... 

20,400 

Marshall . 

.  .  .  6,000 

Schuyler . 

. ...  17,100 

Mason . 

.  .  .140,000 

Scott . 

53,700 

Massac . 

. .  81,900 

Shelby . 

58,300 

McHenry . 

. .  .  45,000 

Stark  . 

.  .  3,800 

McLean . 

.138,300 

St.  Clair . 

. . .  56,000 

Menard  . 

. . .  2,800 

Tazewell . 

.  46,600 

Mercer . 

19,600 

Union . 

42,000 

Monroe . 

. ...  32,000 

Vermilion . 

.  177,000 

Montgomery . 

. .  69,000 

Wabash . 

.  .  28,000 

Morgan . 

.  29,500 

W  ayne . 

.  .  77,800 

Moultrie  .  . 

. .  . .  71,600 

White . 

.  60,000 

Ogle 

.  15,800 

Whiteside . 

.131,700 

Peoria . 

.  7,300 

Will . 

64,500 

Piatt . 

190,200 

Winnebago. . . . 

. ...  1,400 

Pike . 

. . . .  152,900 

Woodford . 

. .  32,800 

VOLUME  OF  FINANCING  BY  DRAINAGE 
DISTRICTS. 

Construction  Assessments — The  capital  in¬ 
vestment  by  drainage  districts  is  represented  by 
construction  assessments.  These  assessments  are 
levied  for  building  of  drainage  works  for  which 
maintenance  is  provided  by  the  additional  levy  of 
annual  benefit  assessments.  The  initial  construc¬ 
tion  assessment  ordinarily  provides  the  drainage 
district  facilities  for  operation.  In  actual  practice, 
however,  these  facilities  are  often  inadequate  and 
most  drainage  districts  have  levied  additional  con- 


•This  table  includes  financial  data  for  1,164  of  the  1,541  drainage  districts  known 
to  have  been  organized  since  1879.  Number  of  districts  for  which  data  are  included 
is  shown  below: 


Type  of  district 

N umber  organized 
1879-1937 

Number  for 
which  data 
are  mcluded 

Drainage  and  levee  districts . 

524 

501 

Outlet  drainage  districts . 

2 

2 

Special  drainage  districts . 

78 

77 

Union  drainage  districts . 

327 

190 

Township  drainage  districts . 

497 

308 

User  drainage  districts . 

18 

18 

Mutual  drainage  districts . 

95 

68 

TOTAL . 

1,541 

1,164 

borrowings  of  mutual  drainage  districts  are  not  required  to  be  recorded. 

’Bonds  issued  for  years  prior  to  1915  are  incomplete.  Bonds  are  shown  as  issued  in 
year  of  approval  of  construction  assessments  against  which  they  were  issued.  Re¬ 
funding  bonds  and  extension  assessments  are  not  included 
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TABLE  5 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  LEVIED,  BONDS  ISSUED  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFITS  LEVIED 
BY  TYPES  OF  DISTRICTS,  ENTIRE  STATE  i  —  1879-1937 


(Amounts  in  thousands  oi  dollars) 


Drainage  &  Levee  and  Outlet  Drainage  Districts 

Special  Drainage  Districts 

Year 

Construction 

Bonds 

Annual  benefits 

Construction 

Bonds 

Annual  benefits 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number  Amount 

Number 

Amount 

1879-84 

28 

S  704 

4 

i  405 

5 

l  76 

10 

$  205 

* 

$  .... 

1885-89 

69 

966 

4 

147 

11 

158 

19 

415 

2 

129 

4 

18 

1890-94 

60 

787 

4 

100 

18 

176 

13 

449 

5 

111 

5 

70 

1895-99 

56 

458 

3 

55 

29 

189 

18 

192 

3 

52 

9 

176 

1900-04 

100 

1,754 

7 

456 

43 

244 

16 

211 

1 

20 

17 

327 

1905-09 

182 

4,353 

28 

1,617 

77 

478 

50 

1,569 

2 

62 

25 

88 

1910-14 

228 

7,147 

49 

2,888 

102 

579 

40 

952 

5 

338 

28 

108 

1915-19 

198 

8,950 

83 

3,155 

115 

1,109 

30 

531 

6 

133 

37 

228 

1920-24 

222 

9,638 

85 

6,587 

92 

1,653 

31 

1,107 

8 

398 

38 

262 

1925 

47 

1,215 

15 

476 

39 

455 

6 

288 

4 

142 

11 

61 

1926 

36 

2,439 

16 

1,788 

39 

505 

8 

52 

10 

33 

1927 

61 

2,043 

25 

1,061 

38 

506 

13 

661 

6 

300 

14 

67 

1928 

67 

2,998 

34 

1,427 

39 

558 

8 

97 

1 

28 

12 

60 

1929 

68 

1,687 

33 

729 

39 

580 

10 

251 

2 

104 

13 

58 

1930 

55 

1,175 

13 

638 

39 

560 

11 

100 

2 

11 

13 

57 

1931 

15 

300 

3 

18 

37 

460 

2 

127 

2 

125 

9 

28 

1932 

7 

96 

1 

6 

36 

412 

1 

(a) 

8 

13 

1933 

8 

273 

1 

75 

36 

424 

10 

22 

1934 

5 

33 

1 

7 

38 

377 

i 

(a) 

9 

22 

1935 

11 

262 

1 

5 

38 

427 

9 

18 

1936 

11 

24 

39 

416 

i 

2 

10 

18 

1937 

9 

219 

2 

14 

31 

260 

4 

22 

7 

17 

TOTAL 

1,543 

S  45,521 

392 

$  21,654 

980 

i  10,602 

292 

$  7,231 

49 

t  1,953 

298 

3  1,751 

TOTAL 

1925-37 

400 

$  12,764 

145 

$  6,244 

488 

$  5,940 

65 

i  1,600 

17 

$  710 

135 

%  474 

Union  Drainage  Districts 

Township  and  User  Drainage  Districts 

Year 

Construction 

Bonds 

Annual  benefits 

Construction 

Bonds 

Annual  benefits 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number  Amount 

Number 

Amount 

1879-84 

6 

t  23 

s 

$ 

22 

$  84 

$ 

i 

1885-89 

17 

115 

i 

10 

i 

i 

23 

52 

6 

2 

1890-94 

20 

88 

l 

4 

3 

6 

24 

131 

i 

8 

4 

3 

1895-99 

20 

99 

i 

a 

4 

14 

38 

261 

2 

31 

2 

1 

1900-04 

28 

202 

5 

4 

69 

342 

8 

4 

1905-09 

85 

523 

11 

14 

83 

542 

14 

18 

1910-14 

42 

374 

i 

7 

7 

12 

70 

555 

i 

15 

17 

17 

1915-19 

28 

200 

9 

27 

50 

359 

l 

3 

14 

29 

1920-24 

29 

332 

2 

35 

11 

12 

49 

463 

l 

13 

23 

36 

1925 

9 

64 

15 

9 

13 

107 

21 

8 

1926 

9 

84 

20 

9 

9 

95 

i 

28 

26 

8 

1927 

7 

167 

2 

90 

22 

9 

20 

169 

l 

20 

27 

9 

1928 

20 

197 

18 

8 

25 

156 

l 

15 

23 

9 

1929 

18 

178 

2 

22 

14 

8 

40 

371 

2 

23 

24 

8 

1930 

10 

52 

12 

4 

19 

145 

19 

6 

1931 

5 

14 

10 

4 

15 

69 

2 

18 

17 

6 

1932 

9 

20 

13 

4 

8 

9 

18 

6 

1933 

2 

10 

8 

4 

7 

8 

13 

6 

1934 

2 

3 

11 

4 

2 

3 

7 

5 

1935 

7 

20 

8 

6 

9 

28 

6 

8 

1936 

7 

18 

15 

6 

13 

46 

7 

8 

1937 

4 

15 

i 

7 

13 

6 

4 

6 

3 

8 

364 

$  2,798 

li 

3  186 

230 

t  171 

612 

1  4,001 

13 

$  174 

299 

$  205 

TOTAL 

1925-27 

109 

S  842 

5 

t  119 

179 

$  81 

184 

t  1,212 

7 

t  104 

211 

t  95 

Mutual  Drainage  Districts 

TOT  A I, 

Year 

Construction 

Bonds2 

Annual  benefits 

Construction 

Bonds* 

Annual  benefits 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number 

Amount 

Number  Amount 

Number 

Amount 

1879-84 

$ 

i 

*  i 

66 

t  1.016 

4 

t  405 

6 

t  77 

1885-89 

2 

2 

130 

1,550 

7 

286 

22 

179 

1890-94 

3 

3 

120 

1,458 

11 

223 

30 

255 

1895-99 

6 

20 

138 

1,030 

9 

149 

44 

380 

1900-04 

7 

42 

3 

4 

220 

2,551 

8 

476 

76 

583 

1905-09 

5 

16 

4 

10 

385 

7,003 

30 

1,679 

131 

608 

1910-14 

11 

95 

2 

3 

391 

9,123 

56 

3,248 

156 

719 

1915-19 

8 

30 

2 

3 

314 

8,070 

70 

3,291 

177 

1,396 

1920-24 

6 

59 

2 

4 

337 

11,599 

96 

7,033 

166 

1,967 

1925 

2 

12 

3 

1 

77 

1,686 

19 

618 

89 

534 

1926 

4 

25 

2 

1 

66 

2,695 

17 

1,816 

97 

556 

1927 

4 

50 

2 

1 

105 

3.090 

34 

1,471 

103 

592 

1928 

3 

27 

1 

1 

123 

3,475 

36 

1,470 

93 

636 

1929 

4 

35 

2 

1 

140 

2,522 

39 

878 

92 

555 

1930 

6 

31 

2 

1 

101 

1,503 

15 

649 

85 

628 

1931 

1 

1 

1 

(a) 

38 

511 

7 

161 

74 

498 

1932 

3 

(a) 

25 

125 

1 

6 

78 

435 

1933 

2 

(a) 

17 

291 

1 

75 

69 

456 

1934 

2 

(a) 

10 

39 

1 

7 

67 

408 

1935 

1 

1 

27 

310 

1 

5 

62 

460 

1936 

2 

(a) 

32 

90 

73 

448 

1937 

2 

(a) 

21 

262 

3 

21 

56 

291 

72 

t  448 

39 

S  32 

2,883 

t  59,999 

465 

$  23,967 

1,846 

%  12,761 

TOTAL 

1925-27 

24 

t  181 

25 

t  7 

782 

$  16,599 

174 

1  7,177 

1,038 

$  6,597 
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struction  assessments.  Table  5  indicates  that  the 
1,164  districts  on  which  data  have  been  gathered 
have  levied  a  total  of  2,881  construction  assessments 
since  1879.  In  the  period  1925-1937,  for  which  more 
complete  data  are  obtainable,  781  construction  as¬ 
sessments  have  been  levied  by  468  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts. 

The  total  amount  of  construction  assessments  lev¬ 
ied  by  drainage  districts  in  Illinois  since  1879  aggre¬ 
gates  $60  millions.  This  figure  is  in  some  measure 
an  understatement  since  data  for  early  years  are  in¬ 
complete.  An  estimate  based  on  data  available  for 
early  years,  would  bring  the  total  to  about  $75  mil¬ 
lions.  When  the  $12.7  millions  annual  benefits  lev¬ 
ied  since  1879  and  Federal  and  State-aid  amounting 
to  at  least  $13  millions  since  1879  are  added,  the 
total  amount  expended  for  drainage  districts  in  Il¬ 
linois  since  1879  tops  $100  millions. 

In  the  period  1925-1937  for  which  data  are  fairly 
complete,  $16.6  millions  in  construction  assessments 
were  levied  by  468  districts.  The  vast  majority  of 
the  construction  assessments  levied  in  recent  years 
have  been  for  additional  construction  or  repair  since 
few  new  districts  have  been  organized. 

The  total  drainage  district  financing  in  the  period 
1925-1937  has  aggregated  $30.7  millions.  To  the 
sum  $16.6  millions  levied  as  special  assessments  for 
construction  must  be  added  $6.6  millions  for  annual 
benefits,  $5  millions  for  grants-in-aid  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  government,  and  $2.5  millions  for  grants-in-aid 
from  the  State  of  Illinois.9 

In  fiscal  significance,  districts  organized  under  the 
Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879  are  by  far  the  most 
important.  Two-thirds  of  the  total  amount  of  con¬ 
struction  assessments  levied  since  1879  and  more 
than  one-third  of  those  since  1925  have  been 
levied  by  drainage  and  levee  districts.  These  dis¬ 
tricts,  524  in  number,  or  about  one-third  of  the 
total  number  of  districts,  include  about  one-half  of 
the  acreage  in  drainage  districts  in  the  state.  They 
are  for  the  most  part  large  districts  maintaining 
extensive  works  along  the  principal  rivers  of  the 
State,  in  areas  where  flood  control  and  protection 
from  high  water  is  the  chief  object  of  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts. 

The  fact  that  only  one-third  the  number  of  all  the 
districts  accounts  for  three-fourths  of  the  assess¬ 
ments  levied  is  due  to  a  large  part  in  the  type  of 
drainage  necessary  to  reclaim  these  river  lands. 
Construction  of  levees  along  the  banks  of  a  stream 
to  prevent  over-flow  at  high  water  season,  is  the 

•In  addition  $3  millions  were  loaned  by  R.  F.  C.  for  refinancing. 


most  costly  of  all  types  of  land  reclamation.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  it  is  necessary  in  many  districts  to  provide 
further  drainage  by  construction  of  ditches,  deepen¬ 
ing  and  widening  of  channels,  and  to  operate  pump¬ 
ing  plants  in  areas  where  the  land  is  below  the  wa¬ 
ter  level  of  the  river.  Of  the  524  drainage  and  levee 
districts,  381  have  been  active  in  the  period  1925- 
1937. 

Drainage  districts  organized  under  the  Farm 
Drainage  Act  of  1885  include  special,  township, 
union,  user,  and  some  mutual  drainage  districts 
most  of  which  are  tile  drainage  and  open  ditch  dis¬ 
tricts.  Although  in  numbers  these  districts  account 
for  two-thirds  of  all  the  districts  organized  in  the 
State  and  about  one-half  of  the  acreage,  their  fiscal 
significance  is  much  less.  Of  the  $60  millions  levied 
for  construction  purposes  by  all  types  of  districts 
since  1879,  the  358  districts  account  for  less  than 
one-fourth  of  the  amount  levied,  or  $13  millions. 
Data  for  union  and  township  drainage  districts,  how¬ 
ever,  is  incomplete  in  that  the  figures  shown  ac¬ 
count  for  only  293  of  the  824  districts  known  to 
have  been  organized  in  the  period  1879-1937. 10 

Bonds  Issued — Drainage  Districts  are  permitted 
to  borrow  up  to  90  per  cent  (and  over  with  court 
approval)  of  the  amount  of  construction  assess¬ 
ments.  Assessments  may  be  amortized  over  periods 
varying  from  two  to  thirty-three  years.  The  typi¬ 
cal  term  of  indebtedness  for  Illinois  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  has  been  ten  years.  The  construction  of  rela¬ 
tively  expensive  improvements  has  thus  been  made 
possible  by  credit  financing;  moreover  reclamation 
projects  can  be  paid  for  out  of  future  earnings  ac¬ 
cruing  as  a  result  of  the  improvement.  Landown¬ 
ers  are  given  the  right,  under  both  drainage  laws, 
of  prepaying  assessments  in  full.  Once  bonds  have 
been  issued  however  this  right  expires  and  install¬ 
ments  can  only  be  paid  annually  when  due  unless 
an  agreement  with  a  bondholder  to  accept  payment 
on  the  bond  can  be  reached.  In  effect  these  pro¬ 
visions  mean  that  drainage  district  bonds  are  not 
under  ordinary  circumstances  callable.  As  with 
special  assessment  bonds  issued  under  the  Local 
Improvement  Act,  the  total  interest  charges  over 
the  ten-year  period  amount  to  approximately  one- 
third  the  amount  of  the  principal. 

The  volume  of  bonds  issued  over  the  entire  pe¬ 
riod,  1879-1937,  amount  to  40  per  cent  of  the  total 

10Using  the  data  shown  as  basis  for  estimate  of  missing  districts  would  bring  the 
total  construction  assessments  levied  by  union  and  township  drainage  districts 
to  approximately  $20  millions.  This  in  turn  would  place  the  total  construction 
assessments  levied  at  about  $75  millions;  thus  drainage  districts  organized  under 
the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885  (these  two  types  of  districts  and  special  drainage 
districts)  would  then  account  for  26  per  cent  of  the  volume  of  construction  assess¬ 
ments  levied.  For  the  period  1925-1937,  data  for  township  and  union  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  are  fairly  complete. 
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CHART  A 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  LEVIED  AND  BONDS  ISSUED,  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTS  LEVIED 

ENTIRE  STATE,  BY  FIVE-YEAR  PERIODS,  1879-1937 


1879-1884  1885-1889  1890-1894  1895-1899  1900-1904  1905-1909  1910-1914  1915-1919  1920-1924  1925-1929  1930-1934  1935-1937 


amount  of  construction  assessments  levied.  In  the 
later  years  for  which  more  complete  data  are  avail¬ 
able,  this  ratio  is  45  per  cent.  The  total  ratio  con¬ 
ceals  to  some  measure  the  actual  operation  of  drain¬ 
age  district  financing.  In  the  majority  of  cases 
where  construction  assessments  were  levied  and 
bonds  issued  against  them  the  ratio  of  borrowing 
was  90  per  cent.  The  fact  that  many  districts  is¬ 
sue  from  time  to  time  small  construction  assess¬ 
ments  payable  in  one  or  two  installments  accounts 
for  the  lower  average  ratio. 

The  total  amount  of  bonds  issued,  as  shown  in 
Table  5,  is  nearly  $24  millions,  a  figure  that  is  un¬ 
derstated,  since  bond  data  for  the  early  years  are 
not  complete.  Since  1925,  however,  $7.5  millions 
have  been  borrowed  against  $16.5  millions  of  con¬ 
struction  assessments.  A  ratio  of  45  to  50  per  cent 
borrowing  has  been  rather  steady  since  1925.  Table 
5  indicates  that  during  the  five-year  period  just  pre¬ 
ceding  1925  the  peak  of  borrowing  was  reached;  a 
ratio  of  nearly  70  per  cent  prevailed. 

By  far  the  greatest  share  of  total  bonds  issued 
were  by  drainage  and  levee  districts.  Likewise  a 


greater  ratio  of  bonds  issued  to  construction  assess¬ 
ments  levied  prevails  in  this  group  of  districts.  This 
again  is  due  in  large  measure  to  the  type  of  drain¬ 
age  works  undertaken  by  these  districts.  Some¬ 
times  a  single  construction  assessment  amounts  to 
as  much  at  $300,000.  It  is  also  true  that  many  of 
the  lands  drained  by  those  districts  could  not  be 
farmed  except  for  the  drainage  improvement,  thus 
payment  must  practically  be  made  from  future 
earnings.  The  peak  of  borrowing  by  such  districts 
was  in  1926  when  bonds  were  issued  for  73  per  cent 
of  the  construction  assessments  levied. 

Borrowing  in  union  and  township  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  has  never  been  heavy.  Those  districts,  serv¬ 
ing  almost  entirely  tile  and  open  ditch  needs,  are 
relatively  inexpensive.  Moreover  much  of  the  til¬ 
ing  of  lands  has  been  undertaken  by  individuals, 
the  drainage  district  constructing  only  the  ditches 
and  works  where  exercise  of  eminent  domain  was 
necessary.  Many  Illinois  tile  companies  have  af¬ 
forded  tile  contracts  to  land-owners  payable  over  a 
five-year  period.  In  some  instances,  though  not  in 
the  majority,  union  and  township  drainage  districts 
have  been  created  to  finance  tiling  operations.  The 
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maintenance  of  tiles  and  open  ditches,  once  con¬ 
structed  is  relatively  inexpensive.  These  districts 
only  occasionally  levy  additional  construction  as¬ 
sessments  or  annual  benefits  and  when  they  do  the 
amount  of  borrowing  against  such  assessments  is 
negligible. 

Drainage  district  bonds  may  be  issued  at  an  in¬ 
terest-bearing  rate  not  to  exceed  six  per  cent.  They 
are  required,  like  all  Illinois  municipal  bonds,  to  be 
sold  at  par.  In  actual  operation  this  has  meant 
that  any  practical  consideration  of  the  value  of  the 
bonds  is  reflected,  not  in  the  price  paid,  but  in  the 
contract  made  for  the  construction.  For  the  most 
part  drainage  district  bonds,  like  local  improve¬ 
ment  bonds,  are  given  to  the  contractor  as  payment 
for  his  services.  He  presumably  takes  into  ac¬ 
count  any  discount  he  will  be  forced  to  accept  upon 
selling  the  bonds  in  submitting  his  bid  for  con¬ 
struction.  Because  of  the  speculative  nature  of  many 
drainage  districts  whose  success  depends  almost  en¬ 
tirely  upon  reclamation,  these  bonds  do  not  enjoy  a 
very  keen  competitive  market.  Added  to  these  un¬ 
certainties,  the  default  of  large  amounts  of  drain¬ 
age  district  obligations  annually  since  1932  has 
made  a  market  for  such  bonds  practically  non¬ 
existent. 

These  added  costs  of  financing  through  high  ef¬ 
fective  borrowing  rates  have  to  some  extent  compli¬ 
cated  the  problems  of  drainage  districts.  Ordinari¬ 
ly  a  district  has  but  limited  marketing  advice  avail¬ 
able  and  can  do  little  by  way  of  improving  the  terms 
of  its  bonds  or  in  securing  the  most  advantageous 
market.  To  enhance  drainage  district  bonds  as  well 
as  to  afford  some  additional  protection  to  investors, 
the  General  Assembly  in  1872  enacted  a  law  permit¬ 
ting  drainage  districts  to  register  their  bonds  with 
the  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts  and  to  make  that 
officer  a  disbursing  agent  of  the  collections  of  the 
assessments.11  Although  a  number  of  districts  have 
registered  their  bonds  from  time  to  time,  it  has  had 
very  little  effect  on  the  market  for  such  securities 
since  collections  are  not  enforceable  except  through 
the  ordinary  means  available  in  all  districts.  Drain¬ 
age  districts  continue  to  have  only  a  very  limited 
and  highly  localized  market  for  their  securities. 

Annual  Benefits  Levied — Drainage  districts 
are  permitted  to  levy  annually  upon  all  lands  in  the 
district  a  tax  known  as  an  annual  benefit  assessment. 
This  levy  closely  resembles  a  property  tax  and  is 
based  on  a  per  acre  charge.  The  annual  benefit  as¬ 
sessment  actually,  however,  has  only  the  status  of  a 
special  assessment,  is  collectible  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner,  and  has  the  same  legal  position  as  a  tax  lien  on 


construction  assessments.  This  is  the  only  provi¬ 
sion  in  either  drainage  law  whereby  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  are  permitted  to  levy  any  form  of  taxes  not 
strictly  special  assessments. 


nThis  act  provided  that  drainage  bonds,  in  sums  not  less  than  $25,000,  might  be 
registered  with  the  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts  with  whom  was  filed  a  copy  of  the 
assessment  roll.  That  officer  in  turn  was  required  to  certify  annually  to  the  county 
collector  the  amount  required  to  pay  the  interest  and  principal  each  year.  The 
county  collector  remitted  collections  of  these  installments  to  the  State  Auditor. 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BONDS  REGISTERED  WITH  STATE  AUDITOR 

1872-1937 


County 

District 

Date  of 
Issue 

Amount 

Adams 

South  Quincy  Drainage  A  Levee 

1914 

i  209,000 

Bureau  & 

Green  River  Special  Drainage  District 

1929 

84,600 

Whiteside 

Fayette 

Vandalia  Levee  and  Drainage  District 

1904 

33,000 

Fulton 

Lacey  Levee  and  Drainage  District 

1911 

85,000 

Greene 

Hartwell  Drainage  and  Levee  District 

1914 

55,000 

Henderson 

Drainage  Dist.  No.  1  of  Henderson  Co. 

1913 

157,500 

Henderson 

Drainage  Dist.  No.  2  of  Henderson  Co. 

1912 

152,000 

Henderson 

Drainage  Dist.  No  3  of  Henderson  Co. 

1914 

44,911 

Henry 

Mud  Creek  Special  Drainage  District 

1930 

8,700 

Henry 

The  Lower  Green  River  Special  D.  D. 

1917 

38,000 

Henry  & 

The  Big  Slough  Special  Drainage  Dist. 

1929 

31,500 

Whiteside 

Jackson 

The  Big  Lake  Special  Drainage  District 

1925 

80,300 

Kankakee 

Witchert  Drainage  District 

1897 

1,300 

Lawrence  A 

Taylor  Pond  Drainage  District 

1930 

4,336 

Crawford 

Lawrence 

Russell  &  Allison  Drainage  District 

1923 

62,785 

Lawrence 

Russell  A  Allison  Drainage  District 

1924 

7,076 

Lawrence 

Sub-Dist.  of  Russell  A  Allison  D.  D. 

1916 

5,000 

Lawrence 

Sub-Dist.  of  Russell  &  Allison  D.  D. 

1917 

574 

Lawrence 

Otter  Pond  Drainage  District 

1930 

10,000 

Lawrence 

Wolfe  Prairie  Drainage  District 

1930 

24,075 

Lawrence 

Russell  &  Allison  Drainage  District 

1924 

26,785 

Lawrence 

Russell  A  Allison  Drainage  District 

1925 

2,976 

Lawrence  & 

Birds  Drainage  District 

1927 

14,375 

Crawford 

Lawrence 

Beaver  Pond  Drainage  District 

1929 

15,000 

Lawrence 

England  Pond  Drainage  Dist.  Series  A 

1928 

64,940 

Lawrence 

England  Pond  Drainage  Dist.  Series  B 

1933 

1,740 

Lawrence 

England  Pond  Drainage  Dist  Series  C 

1933 

1,000 

Mason 

Long  Branch  Special  Drainage  District 

1929 

31,500 

Menard  A 

The  Salt  Creek  Special  Drainage  Dist. 

1928 

93,000 

Mason 

Mercer 

Bay  Island  Drainage  &  Levee  District  No.  1 

1907 

184,114 

Mercer 

Keithsburg  Drainage  District 

1910 

46,500 

Mercer 

Bay  Island  Drainage  District  A  Levee 

1912 

18,000 

Massac,  Pope 

Sub-Dist.  1  of  Cache  River  D.  D. 

1914 

37,500 

A  Johnson 

Pike 

The  Valley  City  Drainage  4  Levee  Dist. 

1921 

250,000 

Pike 

Valley  City  Drainage  A  Levee  District 

1921 

$  103,000 

Pope 

The  Bay  Bottom  Drainage  District 

1913 

48,400 

Pike  A  Brown 

McGee  Creek  Levee  and  Drainage  District 

1906 

111,000 

Schuyler 

Coal  Creek  Drainage  4  Levee  District 

1915 

6,697 

Schuyler 

Coal  Creek  Drainage  A  Levee  District 

1913 

60,272 

Wayne  A 

Union  Drainage  District 

1911 

92,980 

Edwards 

Wayne  A 

Union  Drainage  District 

1923 

276,000 

Edwards 

Whiteside  & 

Meredosia  Levee  and  Drainage  District 

1924 

44,145 

Rock  Island 

Whiteside  A 

Meredosia  Levee  and  Drainage  District 

1923 

18,500 

Rock  Island 

Whiteside  A 

Meredosia  Levee  and  Drainage  District 

1924 

12,820 

Rock  Island 

Whiteside  4 

Meredosia  Levee  and  Drainage  District 

1928 

1,609 

Rock  Island 

Whiteside  4 

Meredosia  Levee  and  Drainage  District 

1930 

29,000 

Rock  Island 

Woodford  A 

Partridge  Drainage  A  Levee  District 

1906 

90,000 

Marshall 
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TABLE  6 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFITS  LEVIED  PER  ACRE  BY 
90  SELECTED  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICTS  AND  27  SELECTED  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

IN  TILE  AREA1  —  1925-1936 


Part  I — Construction  Charges  Levied 


Construction  Charge 
per  Acre’ 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

$0—  50 

14 

14 

14 

17 

20 

22 

20 

19 

13 

15 

13 

13 

50—  1  00 

0 

5 

8 

10 

9 

12 

14 

14 

17 

15 

18 

14 

1  00—  1  50 

12 

11 

9 

9 

12 

16 

15 

15 

14 

12 

9 

9 

1  50-  2  00 

5 

8 

9 

9 

10 

6 

6 

6 

8 

8 

6 

4 

2  00—  2  50 

9 

9 

7 

10 

8 

11 

6 

8 

6 

9 

9 

5 

2  50—  3  00 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

6 

7 

6 

6 

3 

4 

4 

3  00—  3  50 

1 

3 

3 

5 

8 

7 

9 

6 

5 

5 

3 

3 

3  50—  4  00 

5 

7 

5 

6 

4 

4 

5 

2 

1 

1 

4 

3 

4  00—  4  50 

4 

6 

6 

4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

3 

2 

3 

4  50—  5  00 

1 

2 

4 

1 

2 

3 

2 

2 

5  00—  5  50 

2 

2 

2 

1 

5 

4 

5 

2 

3 

3 

2 

1 

5  50—  6  00 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

6  00—  6  50 

2 

i 

1 

2 

1 

i 

i 

6  50—  7  00 

i 

i 

i 

1 

l 

2 

1 

1 

1 

7  00—  7  50 

l 

l 

1 

1 

2 

1 

2 

7  50—  8  00 

1 

1 

1 

3 

8  00—  8  50 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

i 

i 

8  50—  9  00 

I 

1 

1 

9  00-  9  50 

2 

1 

1 

9  50—10  00 

i 

10  00  and  over 

3 

2 

2 

i 

3 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

Total  number  of  districts 

77 

81 

81 

92 

97 

102 

95 

91 

81 

77 

72 

63 

Median 

$  1  90 

1  56 

2  07 

2  10 

1  90 

1  67 

1  75 

1  43 

1  39 

1  36 

1  33 

1  22 

High 

$14  44 

14.95 

14  41 

14.82 

14  60 

14.16 

IS.  72 

'  13  50 

13  50 

13  50 

13  50 

Part  II — Annual  Benefits  Levied 


Annual  Benefit  Charge 
per  Acre 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

$0—20 

18 

18 

18 

18 

21 

18 

19 

21 

23 

21 

18 

23 

20—  40 

12 

15 

17 

12 

17 

18 

19 

14 

12 

17 

13 

12 

40—  .60 

3 

1 

3 

4 

1 

1 

3 

4 

1 

1 

60—  80 

8 

3 

2 

2 

5 

4 

1 

1 

3 

3 

4 

4 

80—  1  00 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

2 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1  00—  1  20 

2 

4 

4 

1 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

6 

5 

1  20—  1  40 

S 

5 

4 

5 

3 

3 

6 

3 

4 

a 

2 

4 

1  40—  1  60 

5 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

3 

4 

2 

5 

4 

1  60—  1  80 

3 

3 

3 

6 

4 

5 

3 

3 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1  80—  2  00 

1 

4 

2 

2 

2 

4 

7 

4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2  00—  2  20 

1 

1 

4 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

4 

3 

2 

2 

2  20—  2  40 

2 

2 

2 

3 

4 

4 

3 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2.40—  2  60 

2 

2 

1 

4 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

2  60-  2.80 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2  80—  3  00 

1 

i 

1 

3  00  and  over 

4 

3 

4 

3 

6 

4 

3 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

Total  number  of  districts 

68 

69 

70 

68 

76 

74 

75 

68 

66 

66 

62 

63 

Median 

$  70 

.67 

43 

65 

50 

63 

40 

40 

36 

35 

60 

35 

High 

$  6  00 

6  00 

6  00 

6  00 

6  00 

6  00 

4  00 

3  85 

3  85 

3.85 

3.85 

3.85 

Part  III — Total  Construction  Charges  and  Annual  Benefits  Levied 


Total  Charges 
per  Acre 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

$  0—  ,50 

13 

16 

15 

15 

18 

16 

18 

19 

19 

20 

20 

30 

.50—  1  00 

12 

11 

12 

12 

14 

16 

18 

18 

18 

15 

17 

12 

1  00—  1  50 

6 

5 

11 

10 

12 

14 

15 

14 

15 

15 

14 

15 

1  50—  2  00 

4 

5 

4 

6 

5 

4 

4 

7 

9 

9 

10 

7 

2  00-  2  50 

9 

6 

2 

6 

7 

6 

5 

6 

2 

4 

2 

2 

2  50—  3  00 

5 

6 

9 

5 

9 

7 

8 

5 

7 

6 

6 

5 

3  00-  3  50 

4 

4 

6 

9 

7 

7 

4 

5 

6 

7 

4 

2 

3  50—  4  00 

5 

6 

5 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

1 

2 

4 

3 

4  00—  4  50 

6 

4 

5 

7 

4 

3 

6 

1 

1 

2 

2 

4 

4  50—  5  00 

2 

4 

2 

4 

3 

4 

4 

3 

2 

2 

5  00-  5  50 

3 

3 

1 

1 

3 

3 

5 

3 

3 

3 

1 

3 

5  50—  6  00 

1 

5 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

1 

1 

2 

6  00—  6  50 

2 

2 

4 

4 

4 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

6  50—  7  00 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

4 

3 

2 

2 

1 

7  00—  7  50 

1 

1 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

7  50—  8  00 

1 

2 

3 

1 

3 

1 

1 

8  00—  8  50 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8  50—  9  00 

1 

2 

1 

9  00—  9  50 

i 

i 

1 

1 

1 

2 

i 

i 

9  50— 10  00 

l 

l 

2 

1 

1 

2 

10  00  and  over 

6 

5 

3 

3 

3 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

Total  number  of  districts 

83 

89 

91 

97 

105 

102 

102 

99 

95 

93 

90 

90 

Median 

$  2.39 

2  50 

2.61 

2  50 

2  28 

2  16 

1  63 

1  46 

1.37 

1  37 

1  32 

1.13 

High 

$20  44 

20  95 

20  41 

12  47 

18  67 

18  45 

18.01 

17  57 

17.35 

17.35 

17.35 

17.35 

Number  of  counties  reported  36  Number  of  districts  operating  pumping  plants  40  Total  acres  965,570 


■See  Appendix  Table  IV  for  details. 
’Lower  limit  of  class  interval  inclusive. 


12 


Survey  of  Local  Finance 


Permission  to  levy  annual  benefits  is  granted  by 
the  court  upon  petition  of  the  drainage  district  com¬ 
missioners.  Once  the  amount  has  been  approved, 
the  commissioners  can  levy  that  amount  each  year 
without  further  court  approval.  If  they  wish  to  in¬ 
crease  it,  they  must  again  petition  the  court.  They 
are  not  required  to  levy  each  year  but  only  when  the 
financial  needs  of  the  district  so  indicate.  Borrow¬ 
ing  against  anticipated  collection  of  annual  bene¬ 
fits  may  be  resorted  to  by  the  commissioners.  An¬ 
nual  benefits  are  limited  to  30  cents  an  acre  unless 
the  district  operates  a  pumping  plant  in  which  in¬ 
stance  it  is  permitted  to  levy  an  amount  sufficient 
to  pay  the  costs  of  operation. 

The  limitation  of  30  cents  an  acre  has  in  many 
instances  caused  drainage  districts  to  levy  addi¬ 
tional  construction  assessments  in  order  to  provide 
necessary  funds  for  maintaining  drainage  works. 
In  actual  practice,  many  districts  regard  additional 
construction  assessments  as  maintenance  assess¬ 
ments  although  it  is  doubtful  that  the  supreme  court 
would  sustain  a  construction  assessment  were  it  de¬ 
clared  to  be  levied  for  the  purpose  of  maintenance. 

Of  the  more  than  four  hundred  drainage  districts 
active  in  the  state  since  1925,  less  than  one-fourth 
levy  annual  benefits.  The  annual  amount  levied  by 
these  districts  is  in  excess,  however,  of  a  third  of  a 
million  dollars.  In  practically  every  instance  these 
are  levied  by  drainage  and  levee  districts  with  ex¬ 
tensive  drainage  works  along  the  principal  rivers 
of  the  state.  Forty  districts  in  Illinois  operating 
pumping  plants  in  the  period  1925-1937,  each  levied 
annual  benefits  every  year  for  their  operation  and 
maintenance. 

Annual  benefit  assessments  as  such  are  author¬ 
ized  only  for  districts  organized  under  the  Drain¬ 
age  and  Levee  Act  of  1879.  As  a  practical  matter, 
however,  some  form  of  annual  maintenance  tax  has 
been  levied  by  many  districts  organized  under  the 
Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885.  This  is  especially  true 
of  special  drainage  districts.  The  law  does  require 
them  to  “keep  works  in  repair  after  construction” 
and  permits  the  district  to  levy  repair  assessments 
from  time  to  time  without  notice  or  hearing.  This 
is  for  all  intents  or  purpose  an  annual  benefit  levy 
and  is  so  regarded  by  most  districts. 

Over  the  entire  period  1879-1937  the  annual  bene¬ 
fit  assessments  levied  total  $12.7  millions  of  which 
83  per  cent  has  been  levied  by  drainage  or  levee  dis¬ 
tricts  and  13  per  cent  by  special  drainage  districts. 
Since  1925  the  total  assessment  levied  by  both  these 
types  of  districts  has  remained  at  about  the  same 


level  indicating  from  a  practical  view  that  recurring 
expenses  are  met  from  funds  to  be  raised  from  this 
source.  Annual  benefit  assessments,  ordinarily  in 
small  amounts,  are  more  readily  collectible  and  have 
provided  a  large  share  of  drainage  district  revenues 
in  recent  years. 

Drainage  District  Charges  and  Property 
Taxes — The  relative  burden  of  drainage  district 
charges  is  roughly  indicated  by  a  comparison  of 
these  amounts  with  the  property  taxes  due  on  the 
same  lands.  This  burden  varies  greatly  throughout 
the  state  according  to  the  value  of  the  land  and  the 
costs  of  reclamation.  Table  6  is  a  distribution  of 
drainage  district  charges  per  acre  by  a  number  of 
different  districts  over  the  twelve-year  period  1925- 
1936.  A  wide  difference  is  to  be  noted  in  the  high 
and  low  figures  for  each  tabulation — construction 
charges,  annual  benefits,  and  total  construction 
charges  and  annual  benefits.  The  gradual  reduction 
of  the  median  for  construction  charges  each  year 
over  the  period  reflects  lower  interest  costs  as  out¬ 
standing  bonds  are  paid  and  also  to  some  extent 
curtailed  activity  because  of  changed  economic  con¬ 
ditions.  The  table  in  no  way  reflects  delinquency 
as  it  is  based  on  a  spread  of  assessments  and  inter¬ 
est  over  the  period  in  which  these  would  normally 
become  due.  The  average  cost  of  drainage  district 
charges,  under  normal  conditions  for  all  types  of 
districts  is  about  two  dollars  an  acre. 

Tables  7  and  8  compare  the  total  burden  of  drain¬ 
age  district  costs  and  of  property  taxes  in  Cham¬ 
paign  and  Mason  Counties.  Champaign  County  has 
more  lands  included  in  drainage  districts  than  any 
other  county  in  the  tile  area.  Mason  County  with 
40  per  cent  of  its  area  included  in  drainage  and 
levee  districts  is  typical  of  regions  served  by  this 
type  of  drainage  work  for  flood  protection  and 
pumping  plant  operation. 

In  Champaign  County  in  1937  the  average  prop¬ 
erty  tax  burden  on  lands  (and  this  county  contains 
farm  lands  among  the  highest  in  value  in  Illinois) 
was  $1.41  per  acre.  Drainage  district  charges  includ¬ 
ing  construction  assessments  and  interest  and  annual 
benefits  averaged  only  slightly  over  6  cents  per 
acre.  The  aggregate  of  these  drainage  charges,  as 
shown  in  Table  8,  was  4.8  per  cent  of  the  total 
property  taxes  extended.  Over  the  thirteen-year 
period  1925-1937  this  percentage  has  changed  con¬ 
siderably  having  reached  a  high-point  of  23  per  cent 
in  1929.  Throughout  the  tile  area  of  the  State  the 
proportion  spent  for  drainage  has  been  relatively 
small.  Some  qualification  must  be  made,  however, 
since  a  good  deal  of  drainage  of  this  type  is  under- 
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TABLE  7 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  ASSESSMENTS  DUE  AND 
PROPERTY  TAXES  EXTENDED  ON  LANDS, 
MASON  COUNTY,  1925-19371 

(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


Year 

40  per  cent 
of  property 
taxes  extended 
on  lands 

Drainage  district  assessments 

Construction 
principal 
and  interest 

Annual 

benefits 

Total 

Per¬ 

centage 

1925 

8  167  1 

$  80  5 

$  13  4 

$  93  9 

56  2% 

1926 

155.8 

76  7 

17  0 

93  7 

60  1 

1927 

157.0 

72.8 

12  0 

84  8 

54  0 

1928 

165  7 

69  9 

20  2 

90  1 

54  4 

1929 

163  9 

84  2 

9  3 

93  5 

57  0 

1930 

138  5 

96  4 

10  3 

106  7 

77  0 

1931 

134  6 

109  0 

3 

109  3 

81  7 

1932 

122.9 

83  3 

.8 

84  1 

68  5 

1933 

92  3 

65  2 

3  0 

68  2 

73  9 

1934 

91  9 

62  1 

1  9 

64  0 

69  7 

1935 

95  7 

59  2 

4.3 

63  5 

66  4 

1936 

100  7 

56  8 

.2 

57  0 

56  9 

1937 

102  5 

53  4 

4  6 

58  0 

56  6 

‘The  total  area  of  this  county  is  355,200  acres;  40  per  cent  of  this  area  or  140,000 
acres  is  included  in  drainage  districts.  Figures  for  current  taxes  extended  are  for 
lands  only  and  represent  almost  entirely  rural  areas.  The  small  amount  of  other 
lands  included  tends  to  understate  the  significance  of  drainage  assessments  rather 
than  to  overstate  them,  since  the  latter  are  levied  on  farm  lands  only. 

taken  by  private  enterprises  and  many  of  the  lands 
included  in  drainage  districts  are  partly  drained  by 
landowners  and  partly  by  the  drainage  district. 

In  Mason  County  where  a  much  lower  average 
per  acre  for  property  taxes  prevailed  in  1937,  the 
drainage  charges  were  higher  both  in  relationships 
to  property  taxes  and  in  actual  cost  per  acre.  Prop¬ 
erty  taxes  averaged  74  cents  per  acre  in  that  year 
and  drainage  district  charges  were  41  cents  per 
acre.  The  percentage,  as  indicated  in  Table  7,  of 
drainage  charges  to  total  property  taxes  extended 
for  1937  was  56.6  per  cent,  a  figure  considerably 
lower  than  the  1931  high-point  of  81.7  per  cent. 

This  county  is  bounded  on  two  sides  by  rivers 
and  has  40  per  cent  of  its  area  included  in  active 
drainage  districts.  Almost  all  of  the  land  in  the 
County  used  in  agricultural  production  is  included 
in  some  one  of  these  drainage  districts.  While  the 
ratio  of  drainage  district  assessments  to  property 
taxes  has  dropped  considerably,  there  is  every  in¬ 
dication  that  a  relatively  large  amount  must  be 
spent  annually  for  drainage  district  maintenance. 

The  great  variance  in  the  burden  of  drainage  dis¬ 
trict  costs  per  acre  are  accounted  for  by  a  number 
of  different  factors.  Part  III  of  Table  6  indicates 
that  this  amount  has  been  as  high  as  $20  per  acre 
although  the  median  has  varied  between  $1  and  $2. 
Any  'comparisons  of  more  than  superficial  signifi¬ 
cance  must  take  into  account  farm  income  derived 
from  lands  thus  drained  and  the  probable  incre- 


TABLE  8 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  ASSESSMENTS  DUE  AND 
PROPERTY  TAXES  EXTENDED  ON  LANDS, 
CHAMPAIGN  COUNTY,  1925-19371 

(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


Year 

65  per  cent 
property 
taxes  extended 
on  lands 

Drainage  district  assessments 

Construction 
principal 
and  interest 

Annual 

benefits 

Total 

Per¬ 

centage 

1925 

$  838.0 

8  128.8 

$  3.9 

$  132  7 

15.8% 

1926 

788.4 

158  3 

2.3 

160.6 

20.4 

1927 

800  6 

57  8 

36  8 

94  6 

11.8 

1928 

694  6 

56  1 

13.9 

70.0 

10.1 

1929 

741  8 

111  2 

64  1 

175.3 

23  6 

1930 

741  6 

83  2 

19.0 

102.2 

13.8 

1931 

663  2 

28  0 

8.6 

36  6 

5.5 

1932 

546  4 

68  8 

68  8 

12.6 

1933 

451  9 

15  3 

24  0 

39  3 

8.7 

1934 

502  5 

5.7 

2  3 

8.0 

1.6 

1935 

475  1 

4  4 

17.7 

22.1 

4.7 

1936 

531  4 

5.8 

13  5 

19.3 

3.6 

1937 

571  7 

11.9 

15  7 

27  6 

4.8 

‘The  total  area  of  Champaign  County  is  667,520  acres;  65  per  cent  of  this  area  or 
439,000  acres  is  included  in  drainage  4istricts.  Current  taxes  extended  figures  are 
for  lands  only  and  represent  almost  entirely  rural  areas.  The  small  amount  of  in¬ 
dustrial  property  in  this  figure  tends  to  understate  the  significance  of  drainage 
assessments  rather  than  to  overstate  it,  since  the  latter  are  levied  on  farm  lands  only. 

merits  from  such  drainage  operation.  As  indicated, 
the  consideration  of  such  data  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  this  volume;  these  data  when  related  to 
other  agricultural  economic  data  would  form  the 
basis  of  evaluating  the  operation  of  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts. 

Typically  the  cost  of  construction  of  drainage 
works  over  the  entire  period  of  their  existence 
amounts  to  many  dollars  per  acre.  One  drainage 
and  levee  district  along  the  Illinois  River  since  its 
organization  in  1905  has  assessed  as  much  as  $96 
per  acre  for  construction.  In  addition  the  interest 
costs  approximate  one-third  again  as  much  and  an¬ 
nual  benefits  of  $1  an  acre  were  levied,  from  1905 
to  1924,  and  $12  an  acre  each  year  since  that  time. 
This  of  course  is  in  a  part  of  the  state  where  drain¬ 
age  district  charges  are  recurring  and  must  always 
be  taken  into  account  as  a  part  of  annual  farm  ex¬ 
pense. 

Drainage  District  Finance  Since  1925 — For 
the  years  1925-1937  covered  generally  by  this  Sur¬ 
vey,  more  detailed  data  have  been  obtained  for 
drainage  districts  than  in  earlier  years.  In  the 
period  1925-1937,  the  468  drainage  districts  that 
have  been  active,  have  levied  a  total  of  $16  millions. 
This  sum  represents  almost  entirely  investment  by 
drainage  districts  organized  before  1925,  only  a 
half-dozen  districts  of  any  size  having  been  organ¬ 
ized  since  that  time.  In  addition  to  levying  con¬ 
struction  assessments  for  enlargement,  repair  and 
replacement  of  drainage  works,  these  same  districts 
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TABLE  9 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  LEVIED,  BONDS  ISSUED,  AND 
ANNUAL  BENEFITS  LEVIED,  ENTIRE  STATE,  BY  AREAS 

1925-19371 


(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


YEAR 

Districts  along 

Districts  along 

Districts  along 
Wabash,  Ohio  and 

8  Counties  in 

All  other 

TOTAL 

Illinois  River 

Mississippi  River 

Cache  Rivers 

tile  area 

Construction  assessments  levied 


1925 

$  525 

$  124 

$  12 

$  667 

$  358 

$  1,686 

1926 

103 

1,357 

63 

226 

946 

2,695 

1927 

592 

182 

15 

265 

2,036 

3,090 

1928 

1,171 

987 

90 

451 

776 

3,475 

1929 

111 

245 

9 

667 

1,490 

2,522 

1930 

93 

662 

441 

307 

1,503 

1931 

9 

7 

290 

205 

511 

1932 

11 

73 

41 

125 

1933 

269 

21 

1 

291 

1934 

12 

23 

4 

39 

1935 

165 

145 

310 

1936 

5 

31 

54 

90 

1937 

81 

124 

57 

262 

TOTAL  $2,973 

$3,566 

$196 

$3,444 

$6,420 

$16,599 

Bonds  issued2 


1925 

$  306 

$  93 

$  . 

$  81 

$  138 

$  618 

1926 

74 

1,242 

18 

482 

1,816 

1927 

667 

161 

9 

68 

566 

1,471 

1928 

467 

653 

72 

77 

201 

1,470 

1929 

82 

90 

7 

82 

617 

878 

1930 

51 

420 

45 

133 

649 

1931 

53 

5 

103 

161 

1932 

5 

1 

6 

1933 

63 

12 

75 

1934 

7 

7 

1935 

1 

5 

5 

1936 

1937 

7 

14 

21 

TOTAL  $1,777 

$2,664 

$111 

$353 

$2,272 

$7,177 

Annual  benefits  levied 


1925 

$  233 

$  147 

$  22 

$  39 

$  93 

$  534 

1926 

252 

173 

22 

17 

92 

556 

1927 

249 

154 

22 

73 

94 

592 

1928 

289 

169 

12 

39 

127 

636 

1929 

309 

184 

22 

103 

37 

655 

1930 

303 

182 

27 

40 

76 

628 

1931 

295 

i44 

19 

29 

118 

498 

1932 

249 

139 

12 

9 

26 

435 

1933 

253 

117 

18 

49 

19 

456 

1934 

230 

118 

22 

17 

21 

408 

1935 

227 

138 

22 

42 

31 

460 

1936 

190 

142 

16 

50 

50 

448 

1937 

122 

90 

15 

30 

34 

291 

TOTAL  $3,201 

$1,897 

$  251 

$  537 

$  711 

$6,597 

»Cf.  text  Table  5. 

2Does  not  include  refunding  bonds.  Bond  issues  are  shown  in  year  in  which  construction  assessment  against  which  they  were  issued  was  levied;  this  accounts  for  year  to 
year  differences  between  this  table  and  Tables  11,  14,  17  and  20. 


have  levied  $6.6  millions  for  annual  benefits  or 
maintenance  assessments,  the  yearly  amount  aver¬ 
aging  a  half  million  dollars. 

Borrowings  by  drainage  districts  in  the  period 
have  exceeded  $7  millions ;  almost  all  of  this  amount 
representing  bonds  issued  between  1925  and  1930. 
The  ratio  of  borrowings  to  construction  assess¬ 
ments  levied  is  about  the  same — 50  per  cent — as  it 


was  for  periods  prior  to  1925.  Collections  for  the 
same  period,  as  indicated  in  Table  10,  total  almost 
$24  millions.  This  figure  is  in  excess  of  the  amount 
of  assessments  both  for  construction  and  annual 
benefits  levied  since  it  not  only  includes  interest  on 
installments  but  in  earlier  years  includes  assess¬ 
ments  levied  prior  to  1925  but  still  in  process  of 
collection. 
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TABLE  10 

COLLECTIONS  OF  CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  AND  INTEREST  AND  ANNUAL 
BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTS,  ENTIRE  STATE,  BY  AREAS 

1925-1936 


(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


Year 

Districts  along  the 
Illinois  River 

Districts  along  the 
Mississippi  River 

Districts  along  the 
Wabash,  Ohio  and 
Cache  Rivers 

8  Counties  in 
tile  areas 

All  other1 

Total 

1925 

$  684 

$  473 

i  93 

$  225 

$1,235 

$2,710 

1926 

740 

479 

120 

318 

974 

2,631 

1927 

684 

489 

119 

220 

1,914 

3,426 

1928 

848 

644 

87 

253 

1,447 

3,279 

1929 

729 

763 

99 

441 

1,669 

3,701 

1930 

593 

369 

91 

559 

597 

2,209 

1931 

512 

406 

57 

262 

421 

1,658 

1932 

374 

291 

35 

162 

253 

1,115 

1933 

237 

200 

43 

118 

22 

620 

1934 

182 

324 

38 

125 

44 

713 

1935 

191 

226 

34 

211 

266 

928 

1936 

253 

227 

20 

155 

48 

703 

Total 

$6,027 

$4,891 

$836 

$3,049 

$8,890 

$23,693 

>A  part  of  the  figures  in  this  column  are  estimated  on  a  basis  of  bonds  issued  against  construction  assessments,  the  difference  being  taken  as  cash  collections  and  on  a  basis 
of  the  same  ratio  of  collections  prevailing  for  districts  where  data  were  not  available  as  on  known  collections  of  other  districts. 


The  state-wide  totals  of  bonds  issued,  paid,  and 
outstanding,  as  shown  in  Table  11,  reflects  the 
plight  of  drainage  districts  in  the  period.  More 
than  $10  millions  of  drainage  district  bonds  were 
outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  period;  this 
figure  has  been  reduced  only  about  20  per  cent  in 
the  thirteen  years  intervening.  More  than  one- 
half  of  the  amount  outstanding  in  1937  represented 
new  bond  issues  during  the  period  yet  unmatured,  7 
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Height  counties 


WABASH,  OHIO,  AND 
CACHE  RIVERS 


i  [all  other 


per  cent  is  current  maturities  and  the  remaining  34 
per  cent  is  in  default.  This  figure  would  seem  to 
indicate  the  financial  insolvency  of  Illinois  drainage 
districts,  more  especially  since  it  is  after  account 
has  been  taken  of  refundings  aggregating  more 
than  $3  millions.  The  percentage  of  delinquency 
mounted  steadily  throughout  the  period.  In  1932 
less  than  10  per  cent  of  all  outstanding  bonds  were 
delinquent,  in  1934  the  figure  stood  at  22  per  cent, 
in  1936  it  had  reached  33  per  cent,  and  in  1937,  at  34 
per  cent. 

A  further  breakdown  of  the  financial  inventory 
of  construction  assessments  levied,  bonds  issued, 
and  annual  benefits  levied  has  been  made  by  areas 
as  shown  in  Table  9.  It  appears  significant  to  treat 
as  a  group  those  districts  having  similar  geograph¬ 
ic,  economic,  and  drainage  problems.  As  a  result, 
the  data  for  the  468  drainage  districts  active  in  the 
period  have  been  divided  into  five  groups — drain¬ 
age  districts  along  the  Illinois  River,  along  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River,  along  the  Wabash,  Ohio  and  Cache 
Rivers,  drainage  districts  included  in  eight  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  tile  drainage  area,  and  an  “all  other” 
classification.  Following  are  sections  dealing  in 
detail  with  the  problems  of  four  of  these  areas. na 

“aThis  grouping  of  state-wide  data  reveals  that  36  drainage  districts  along  the 
Mississippi  and  a  like  number  along  the  Illinois  River,  account  for  40  per  cent  of  all 
the  construction  assessments  levied  throughout  the  entire  state.  These  districts, 
comprising  only  15  percent  of  the  total  number  of  districts  active  in  the  period  issued 
GO  per  cent  of  all  the  bonds  and  levied  almost  50  per  cent  of  the  total  annual  benefits 
in  the  state.  The  Wabash,  Ohio,  and  Cache  districts,  12  in  number,  are  2  per  cent 
of  the  total  number  of  districts  and  approximate  about  the  same  ratio  of  construction 
assessments,  bonds,  and  annual  benefits.  The  tile  area,  Champaign,  DeWitt,  Ford, 
Iroquois,  Livingston,  McLean,  Piatt,  and  Vermilion  counties,  contains  142  districts, 
the  financial  operation  of  which  accounts  for  a  little  more  than  one-fourth  of  the  total . 


16 


Survey  of  Local  Finance 


TABLE  11 

BONDS  ISSUED,  PAID,  AND  OUTSTANDING 
ENTIRE  STATE 
1925-19371 


(In  millions  of  dollars) 


Year 

Outstanding  January  1st 

Bonds  issued  during  year 

Payments 

Interest 

paid1 

TOTAL 

Un¬ 

matured 

Maturing 

Delin¬ 

quent 

TOTAL 

Refunding 

New 

issues 

TOTAL 

Current 

Delin¬ 

quent 

Called 

bonds 

Can¬ 

celled 

1925 

$11  0 

90% 

9% 

1% 

$  .6 

$..  .. 

$  .6 

$  .9 

100% 

...% 

(a)% 

$.  .  . 

$692.3 

1926 

10.7 

89 

9 

2 

1.8 

1.8 

1  0 

100 

(a) 

(a) 

.2 

628  0 

1927 

11  3 

89 

9 

2 

1.6 

i 

1.5 

1.0 

100 

(a) 

(a) 

666  2 

1928 

11.8 

89 

9 

2 

1.8 

.3 

1.5 

1.1 

100 

(a) 

(a) 

699  8 

1929 

12.2 

89 

10 

1 

1.1 

2 

9 

1.1 

100 

(a) 

(a) 

690  0 

1930 

12  0 

87 

11 

2 

8 

2 

6 

1.0 

100 

(a) 

(a) 

779  8 

1931 

11  6 

85 

11 

4 

.2 

.2 

1  0 

100 

(a) 

(a) 

1 

580  3 

1932 

10  7 

82 

10 

8 

5 

5 

(a) 

.4 

100 

(a) 

(a) 

.1 

287  1 

1933 

10  2 

77 

9 

14 

2 

.1 

.1 

3 

100 

(a) 

(a) 

.2 

174  5 

1934 

9  8 

72 

8 

20 

3 

3 

(a) 

.3 

33 

1 

1 

.2 

141  9 

1935 

9  3 

65 

9 

26 

(a) 

(a) 

(a) 

.2 

50 

.1 

(a) 

(a) 

124  4 

1936 

9  1 

59 

8 

33 

5 

5 

.3 

33 

.1 

.1 

6 

93  1 

1937 

8.2 

59 

7 

34 

.8 

8 

(a) 

.2 

50 

.1 

(a) 

1  0 

77.2 

■These  figures  are  partly  estimated  In  bond  issues  where  payment  data  was  missing,  with  some  qualifications  the  same  ratios  of  outstanding  and  payments  were  used  as 
prevailed  for  issues  when  data  was  complete 

(a)  Amounts  less  than  5100,000.  2In  thousands  of  dollars. 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE 
MISSISSIPPI  RIVER 

The  Mississippi  River  borders  western  Illinois  for 
a  distance  of  almost  six  hundred  miles.  For  consid¬ 
erable  stretches  there  are  bottom  lands  extending  to 
the  bluffs  on  either  side.  These  areas  of  easily  tilled 
soil,  as  much  as  ten  miles  wide  in  some  places,  are  in¬ 
cluded,  for  the  most  part,  in  regularly  organized 
drainage  districts.  Thirty-six  districts  were  active 
in  the  period  1925-1937  on  the  Illinois  side  of  the 
Mississippi  River;  there  are  fifteen  drainage  and 
levee  districts  organized  under  the  laws  of  Iowa  and 
Missouri  across  the  Mississippi  from  Illinois. 

Drainage  organizations  to  afford  flood  protection 
for  rich  bottom  lands  along  the  Mississippi  are  as 
old  as  the  earliest  settlements  in  Illinois.  As  indi¬ 
cated  in  Chapter  II,  citizens  living  at  the  French 
Settlements,  Prairie  du  Rocher  and  Cahokia  built 
flood  protection  levees.  The  two  longest  stretches 
of  bottom  lands  along  the  Mississippi  on  the  Illinois 
side  are  between  Warsaw  and  Quincy  and  the  lands 
known  as  the  Sny-Carte  slough  in  Adams,  Pike,  and 
Calhoun  counties.  The  former  area,  earlier  involved 
in  the  “Chittenden  Contract,”  is  today  served  by  the 
Hunt,  Lima  Lake,  and  Indian  Grave  drainage  and 
levee  district,  all  of  which  maintain  extensive  levees 
and  pumping  plants.12  The  levees  of  these  districts, 

12Cf.  chap.  ii.  A  contract  was  undertaken  in  Hancock  County,  by  A.  Smith 
Chittenden,  for  the  construction  of  a  levee  from  Warsaw  in  Hancock  County  along 
the  Mississippi  River  to  the  Adams  County  boundary.  In  addition  to  providing 
that  all  taxes  on  the  overflowed  lands  (except  two  mill  State  debt  levy)  be  paid  to 
Chittenden,  a  further  tax  of  $5,000  was  to  be  assessed  on  the  lands  and  paid  to  Chit¬ 
tenden  by  the  state  treasurer.  (Private  Laws,  1865,  vol.  2,  p.  2). 


all  constructed  in  the  1890’s  after  twenty  years  of 
unsuccessful  attempts,  have  been  strengthened  and 
heightened  from  time  to  time  by  the  U.  S.  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  Sny-Carte  lands,  which  figure  early  in 
the  history  of  drainage  districts,  are  now  protected 
by  a  levee  fifty-two  miles  long.13 

In  1871  and  for  years  previous,  many  persons  own¬ 
ing  lands  within  the  original  Sny  levee  district  were 
anxious  to  adopt  some  means  of  protection  from  the 
overflow  waters  of  the  Mississippi  Rivers.  Land- 
owners  were  well-aware  that  their  lands  could  not  be 
improved  by  the  efforts  of  individuals,  or  even  by 
united  efforts  of  a  few  persons  or  groups  of  persons. 
Any  system  to  be  of  value  would  have  to  include  the 
entire  area  to  provide  assurance  that  all  owners 
would  be  compelled  to  contribute  to  the  expense  of 
such  improvement  to  the  extent  of  benefits  derived. 
Furthermore  definite  arrangements  for  maintenance 
and  repair  on  the  same  basis  had  to  be  assured. 

Believing  that  a  means  of  obtaining  this  needed 
protection  was  available  to  them  under  the  drainage 
act  of  1871,  the  owners  of  about  110,000  acres  of 
marsh  land  in  the  counties  of  Pike,  Adams  and  Cal¬ 
houn,  traversed  by  the  Sny-Carte  slough  filed  a  pe¬ 
tition  in  the  Pike  county  court  asking  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  drainage  district  under  the  terms  of  this 
act. 

The  proposal,  as  outlined  in  the  petition,  was  for 
the  construction  of  a  levee  as  high  as  the  high  wa¬ 
ter  mark  of  1851,  extending  from  Fall  Creek  town¬ 
ship  in  Adams  county  to  Hamburg  Bay  in  Calhoun 

lsCf.  chap,  ii  p. 
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County,  a  distance  of  more  than  fifty  miles.14  The 
costs  were  not  to  exceed  $500,000.  The  December, 
1871  term  of  that  court  confirmed,  without  opposi¬ 
tion,  the  petition.  A  jury  was  impaneled,  damages 
assessed,  an  assessment  roll  prepared,  and  assess¬ 
ments  were  ordered  and  confirmed  to  be  paid  in  ten 
equal  installments  beginning  in  1882  and  ending  in 
1891.  Bonds  in  the  amount  of  $499,500  and  bearing 
10  per  cent  interest  were  issued  to  mature  in  the 
amount  of  $50,000  each  year,  from  1882  to  1891. 
The  bonds  were  registered  with  the  Auditor  of 
Public  Accounts,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  April 
19,  1872.  Additional  funds  were  required  for  the 
completion  of  the  project  and  a  second  assessment 
was  levied  against  which  $148,500  of  bonds  were  is¬ 
sued  in  1875.  In  addition  to  this  borrowing,  the 
commissioners  had  expended  moneys  collected  in 
1873  and  1874  for  interest  and  for  construction 
work. 

Comparative  security  was  felt  by  the  hundreds  of 
farmers  living  behind  the  newly  constructed  levee. 
Most  of  the  lands  were  put  under  cultivation  and 
large  sums  of  money  were  expended  for  farm  im¬ 
provements.  Fair  crop  yields  were  had  in  1874  and 
1875.  In  1876,  however,  when  a  bumper  wheat  crop 
was  in  shock,  three  extensive  breaks  occurred  in  the 
levee  even  though  the  water  was  three  feet  below 
the  high  water  mark  of  1851.  Almost  90  per  cent  of 


l4The  first  report  of  the  Commissioners  of  the  district  follows: 

“Certificate  of  Commissioners 
Messrs:  Skelsey,  Fuller  &  Piece,  Chicago,  Ill. 

“The  undersigned,  commissioners  appointed  by  the  county  court  of  Pike  County 
and  State  of  Illinois,  of  which  Hon.  R.  M.  Atkinson  is  judge,  to  oversee  and  prosecute 
the  improvement  known  as  the  Sny  Island  Levee,  hereby  certify  that  the  island 
sought  to  be  reclaimed,  with  the  contiguous  bottom  lands,  embrace  a  little  more 
than  one  hundred  thousand  acres  of  land.  The  island  is  formed  by  the  main  current 
of  the  Mississippi  upon  the  west  side,  and  the  Sny  Carte  slough  passing  upon  the 
east  of  it.  At  high  water  the  Sny  falls  from  the  Mississippi  and  overflows  the  island 
and  the  adjacent  portions  of  the  main  land.  At  low  water  it  receives  no  flow  from 
the  Mississippi,  and  the  supply  of  water  is  from  small  streams  from  the  bluffs.  The 
island  and  lands  to  be  inclosed  by  levee  is  fifty  one  miles  in  length,  and,  with  the 
adjacent  bottom  lands,  from  four  and  one-half  to  six  mile3  wide. 

“The  improvement  is  a  levee  of  fifty  one  and  two-tenths  miles  in  length,  which 
cuts  off  the  flow  of  water  from  the  Mississippi  into  the  Sny  Carte  slough,  and  protects 
the  island  from  overflow  from  the  river.  This  island  at  present  is  traversed  by  the 
Toledo,  Wabash  and  Western,  the  Quincy,  Alton  and  St.  Louis,  and  the  west  branch 
of  the  Chicago,  Alton  and  St.  Louis  railroads. 

“The  number  of  acres  to  be  redeemed  by  the  improvement  is  a  little  more  than  one 
hundred  thousand.  We  consider  that  without  any  levee  this  land  is  worth  from  three 
to  thirty  dollars  per  acre;  and  when  the  levee  is  completed  it  will  be  worth  from 
twenty  to  seventy-five  dollars  per  acre — averaging  about  forty  dollars  per  acre  on 
the  whole  territory. 

“There  is  no  opposition  to  the  improvement;  but,  on  the  contrary;  it  is  unani¬ 
mously  demanded  by  the  owners  of  the  land.  Twenty  miles  of  the  levee  is  already 
completed,  embracing  the  crossing  of  the  Sny  where  it  leaves  the  Mississippi  at  the 
upper  point;  and  the  upper  bottoms  are  reclaimed.  Only  eighty-eight  thousand 
dollars  of  bonds  have  been  issued  and  paid  upon  the  work.  The  whole  of  the  assess¬ 
ment  is  five  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  the  bonds  will  be  issued  only  as  the  work 
progresses,  and  are  paid  upon  the  relative  estimates  of  the  chief  engineer  as  the  work 
progresses;  and  ten  per  cent  is  kept  back  to  insure  the  performance  of  the  work  by 
the  contractors. 

WILLIAM  DUSTIN 
GEORGE  W.  JONES 
JOHN  G.  WHEELOCK 
Levee  Commissioners 


Pittsfield,  Ill.,  Dec.  14,  1872.” 
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the  lands  of  the  district  were  inundated  and  the 
crops  entirely  lost.  A  corn  crop  was  planted  when 
the  water  receded  and  this  was  lost  by  another  flood 
later  that  same  year. 

Of  far  greater  damage  than  the  high  water  was 
a  decision  of  the  Illinois  Supreme  Court,  coming  at 
the  peak  of  flood  troubles,  declaring  the  formation 
of  the  Sny  Levee  District  invalid  and  wiping  off 
the  statute  books  the  law  under  which  it  was  organ¬ 
ized.15  Zephaniel  T.  Webster,  one  of  the  landowners 
in  the  district,  had  protested  his  assessment  and 
carried  the  matter  to  the  high  court.  Resting  on 
its  earlier  decision  of  the  same  year  in  Updike  v. 
Wright,  81  Ill.  49,  the  court  declared  that  the  Act 
of  April  24,  1871  and  all  steps  taken  thereunder  were 
unconstitutional  and  void.16 

In  1877,  in  an  attempt  to  secure  some  protection 
none  being  available  at  law,  a  trust  deed  was  drawn 
up  representing  owners  of  about  80,000  acres  of 
land.  Under  the  terms  of  this  instrument  the  form¬ 
er  commissioners  agreed  to  act  in  a  private  capacity 
and  prosecute  the  work  of  repairing  and  strengthen¬ 
ing  the  levee.  This  arrangement  did  not  prove  very 
satisfactory  since  no  enforceable  means  was  avail¬ 
able  of  raising  money  for  the  work.  Through  the 
efforts  of  C.  N.  Clark,  a  landowner  and  one  of  the 
leading  men  in  the  district,  pressure  was  exerted 
for  the  passage  of  the  constitutional  amendment  of 
1878  and  the  new  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879. 

Beset  with  troubles,  living  in  constant  fear  of  an¬ 
other  devastating  flood,  and  beleaguered  by  financial 
difficulties,  the  landowners  formed,  in  1880,  a  new 
drainage — the  Sny  Island  Levee  Drainage  District. 
Although  it  inherited  the  unsatisfactory  and  im¬ 
practicable  levee  earlier  built,  the  new  district  found 
it  necessary  to  reconstruct  in  large  measure  the  fa¬ 
cilities  for  protecting  the  fertile  acres  of  bottom 
lands. 

The  newly-organized  Sny  Island  Levee  Drainage 
District  commenced  the  repair  of  the  levee  in  1880. 
They  collected  and  expended  up  to  1883,  $80,000  and 
contracted  debts  to  the  amount  of  $10,000.  It  is  in¬ 
teresting  to  note  that  once  the  district  commenced 
operations  under  a  satisfactory  and  enforceable  law, 
their  difficulties  seem  to  have  consisted  mostly  of 
minor  ones.  Financially,  their  reports  show  mod¬ 
erate  construction  assessments  levied  and  annual 

liSee  discussion  of  the  Webster  case,  chap.  li. 

ieA  half  million  dollars  in  10  per  cent  bonds  had  been  issued  by  the  original  Sny 
Island  Levee  District.  A  large  holder  of  these  bonds  (and  later  his  heirs)  to  enforce 
payment  of  principal  and  interest  therein,  brought  a  series  of  suits  against  the  com¬ 
missioners  and  landownerq  of  both  the  original  district  and  the  newly  organized  Sny 
Island  Levee  Drainage  District.  This  case  was  not  finally  settled  until  1897,  nearly 
thirty  years  after  the  bonds  had  been  issued.  The  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  held  against 
the  holder  of  the  bonds  even  though  the  district  as  re-organized  had  continued  to 
function.  Cf.  O’Brien  v.  Wheelock,  184  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  450. 
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TABLE  12 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  LEVIED  AND  BONDS  ISSUED 
BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVERi,  1879-1937 


(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


District 

County 

Acres 

1879 

-1937 

1915-1937 

Assessments 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Assessments 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Carroll  Co.  D.  &  L.  #12 . 

Carroll 

3,620 

$  190 

$  158 

$  190 

$  158 

Savanna  &  York  D.  &  L . 

Carroll 

2,022 

180 

117 

151 

100 

Cattail  D.  &  L . 

Whiteside 

6,015 

91 

23 

26 

Meredosia  D.  &.  L . 

Whiteside  &  Rock 

Island 

10,600 

171 

128 

111 

103 

Drury  D.  &  L . 

Rock  Island 

4,568 

328 

312 

247 

239 

Bay  Island  D.  &  L . f . 

Mercer 

18,300 

756 

638 

489 

439 

Henderson  Co.  D.  ..  #1 . . . .  . 

Henderson 

13,539 

393 

346 

178 

168 

Henderson  Co.  D.  D.  #2 . 

Henderson 

13,630 

345 

311 

130 

111 

Henderson  Co.  D.  D.  #3 . 

.  Henderson. 

2,155 

135 

110 

61 

61 

Hunt  D.  &  L . 

Hancock 

14,900 

806 

640 

626 

610 

Lima  Lake  D.  &  L . 

.  Adams 

10,690 

991 

636 

641 

532 

Indian  Grave  D.  &  L . 

.  Adams 

17,995 

1,138 

733 

840 

572 

S.  Quincy  D.  &  L . 

Adams 

5,182 

351 

296 

100 

66 

Fall  Creek  D.  &  L . 

Adams 

3,106 

23 

9 

14 

9 

Sny  Island  L.  &  D.3  and  Sub-districts. .Adams,  Pike  & 

Calhoun 

110,000 

2,254 

690 

1,389 

605 

Six  Mile  D.  &  L . 

Pike . 

5,409 

41 

4 

23 

4 

Foster  D.  &  L.5 . 

Madison 

900 

35 

14 

35 

14 

Wood  River  D.  &  L.6 . 

Madison 

5,000 

402 

128 

189 

35 

Chouteau  Island  D.  &  L . 

.  Madison 

2,504 

93 

44 

52 

13 

Chouteau,  Nameoki,  &  Venice  D.  &  L. Madison 

4,066 

343 

177 

77 

59 

County  Ditch  D.  &  L . 

Madison 

4,742 

45 

18 

16 

3 

Columbia  D.  &  L.  #3 . 

.Monroe 

13,500 

257 

97 

71 

27 

Harrisonville  &  Ivy  Landing  D.  D.7 

Monroe 

19,700 

96 

21 

96 

21 

Moredock  &  Ivy  Landing7 . 

Monroe 

6,531 

183 

68 

141 

112 

Fort  Chartres  &  Ivy  Landing  D.  &  L.7Monroe 

1,109 

170 

100 

170 

100 

Kaskaskia  Island  D.  &  L.8 . 

Randolph 

9,362 

165 

163 

165 

164 

Degonia  &  Fountain  Bluff . 

Jackson 

32,368 

205 

7 

43 

7 

Boones  Pond  D.&L . 

Jackson 

1,114 

44 

7 

21 

7 

Jones  Pond  Mutual  D.  &  L . 

Jackson 

2,060 

46 

7 

18 

7 

Big  Lake  Special  D.  &  L . 

Jackson 

7,200 

328 

281 

180 

148 

Grand  Tower  D.  &  L . 

.  Union 

2,620 

38 

15 

21 

Preston  D.&L . 

Union 

15,283 

229 

144 

98 

55 

Clear  Creek  D.  &  L . 

Union 

21,619 

414 

293 

169 

78 

E.  Cape  Girardeau  D.  &  L . 

Alexander 

9,391 

157 

141 

67 

60 

North  Alexander  D.  &  L . 

Alexander 

3,417 

100 

62 

75 

62 

Olive  Branch  D.  &  L5 . 

.Alexander 

3,331 

63 

53 

63 

52 

Cairo  D.  &  L . 

.  Alexander 

6,395 

714 

340 

130 

79 

TOTAL . 

413,933 

$12,320 

$7,306 

$7,113 

$4,955 

H'otal  construction  assessments  should  include  the  following  districts  not  active  since  1925-1937:  North  Edwards  D.  &  L.  (Henry  Co.) — 1886,  $20,000  and  1889,  $2,400;  String- 
town  D.  D.  #4  (Monroe  Co.) — 1884,  $17,182,  1890,  $2,551,  and  1892,  $2,614;  and  the  Niota  Drainage  District  (Hancock  Co.),  for  which  data  are  not  available;  and  the  Keithsburg 
Drainage  District  (Mercer  Co.) — 1910,  $47,189,  which  has  been  dissolved  and  the  lands  sold  to  the  U.  S.  Government  for  the  Biological  Survey;  Falling  Springs  D.  &  L.  District 
(St.  Clair  Co.) — 1908,  $7,082;  Prairie  du  Pont  D.  <fc  L.  District  (St.  Clair  Co.) — 1893,  $35,000,  1904,  $17,042,  and  1910,  $13,800  which  is  now  inactive;  Wilson  &  Wecker  D.  &  L.  Dis¬ 
trict  (Monroe  Co.) — 1886,  $13,180;  Edgar  Lake  D.  D.  (Randolph  Co.) — 1917,  $69,605;  Miller  Pond  D.  &  L.  District  (Union  Co.) — 1914,  $82,310. 


•District  organized  in  1923. 

5$500,000  expended  in  1872  on  a  levee  taken  over  by  this  district. 
4No  bonds  issued  by  this  district. 

•District  organized  in  1916. 


•District  organized  in  1921. 

•Most  of  the  land  in  this  district  owned  by  utility  company. 
7Data  incomplete. 


benefits  of  18  cents  per  acre  were  assessed  each  year 
from  1880  to  1936.  The  total  construction  assess¬ 
ments  levied  up  to  the  eleventh  assessment  in  1924, 
amounted  to  approximately  $1,000,000  for  the  main 
district  and  an  additional  similar  sum  for  the  seven 
sub-districts,  all  of  which  were  paid  in  cash.  The 
district  issued  no  bonds  until  the  twelfth  assessment 
in  1928,  amounting  to  $633, 000. 17  This  issue  was  re¬ 
funded  by  the  RFC  in  1936  and  spread  over  a  fifteen 
year  period.  The  district  has  paid  its  interest  regu¬ 
larly  and  appears  to  be  on  a  sound  financial  basis. 


Today  the  Sny  Island  Levee  Drainage  District  is 
the  largest  in  the  State  and  comprises  110,000  acres. 
A  levee  extends  from  the  bluffs  in  Adams  County 
south  for  a  distance  of  about  52  miles  to  the  west 
bank  of  a  large  bayou — known  locally  as  Hamburg 
Bay — which  is  the  outlet  for  the  waters  of  the  dis¬ 
trict.  Since  the  levee  does  not  connect  with  the 
bluffs  at  the  southern  end,  the  district  is  subject  to 
backwater  from  the  Mississippi,  and  about  23  per 
cent  of  its  area  is  thus  affected.  The  only  drainage 
work  carried  out  by  the  district  in  addition  to  the 
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levee  is  a  main  drainage  artery  along  the  Sny-Carte, 
which  is  the  name  of  the  principal  one  of  the  many 
sloughs  covering  this  area.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  assisted  in  the  construction  of  the  levee  and 
has  helped  with  its  maintenance;  almost  a  million 
dollars  has  been  appropriated  for  that  purpose. 

It  was  the  intention  to  construct  interior  ditches 
and  levees  through  the  formation  of  sub-districts. 
Twenty  such  districts,  embracing  all  the  lands  with¬ 
in  the  parent  district,  were  proposed  by  the  engi¬ 
neer  of  the  district.  Three  of  these  areas  were  or¬ 
ganized  as  independent  districts;  namely,  Fall  Creek 
District,  containing  3,000  acres ;  Boyd  District,  con¬ 
taining  2,600  acres ;  and  Six-Mile  District  with  5,000 
acres.  Later,  the  Boyd  District  was  merged  with 
the  Hadley  Creek  Sub-district.  Of  the  remaining 
seventeen  proposed  sub-districts,  seven  have  been 
organized  and  constructed;  namely,  McCraney 
Creek,  Hadley  Creek,  Kiser  Creek,  Collins  Pond,  San 
Slough,  Atlas  Creek,  and  Bay  Creek  sub-districts. 
Each  of  the  sub-districts  has  constructed  and  main¬ 
tains  levees  along  smaller  streams  in  the  area. 

Neither  the  main  district  nor  any  of  the  sub¬ 
districts  operate  a  pumping  plant.  Practically  all 
of  the  land  in  the  main  and  sub-districts  can  be 
cultivated;  but  of  the  lands  not  so  organized,  only 
about  75  per  cent  is  under  cultivation. 

Other  drainage  and  levee  districts  were  organized 
along  the  Mississippi  shortly  after  1880.  Because 
of  the  location  on  higher  ground  and  the  greater  slope 
in  the  river  outlets,  especially  in  the  southern  part 
gravity  internal  drainage  systems  were  possible. 
From  Cairo  to  the  mouth  of  the  Missouri  River,  the 
East  Side  Levee  and  Sanitary  District  alone  has  an 
adequate  system  of  pumping  stations;  practically 
all  the  remaining  districts  rely  on  gravity  outlets 


'’Assessments  levied  by  main  district  are  as  follows:  (For  sub-district  financing, 
Cf.  Appendix  Table  I.)  


Date 

Amount 

Purpose 

2-  1-28 

$  633,177 

Repair, 

10  installments,  bonds  issued  $425,000,  RFC 

refunding,  1936,  $280,000. 

8-25-24 

37,660 

Levied  for  dredging  and  repairs,  1  inst.,  No  bonds 

9-23-22 

75,000 

M 

u  u  u  2  “ 

U 

10-  6-19 

50,000 

U 

U 

u  u  u  u 

U 

11-  8-18 

50,000 

U 

U 

a  u  u  u 

U 

a 

3-13-14 

190,072 

U 

u 

“  “  «  3  “ 

u 

u 

5-12-11 

160,000 

U 

u 

a  a  u  3  u 

« 

u 

4-  8-03 

80,000 

U 

u 

u  u  u  3  U 

“ 

u 

9-17-03 

42,000 

U 

u 

repairing  break  of  1903  flood,  1  inst.,  No  bonds 

3-24-93 

150,000 

u 

u 

dredging  &  repairs 

11-15-88 

100,000 

u 

u 

repairing  &  building  levees,  3  inst.,  No.  bonds 

10-  5-79 

100,000 

“ 

“ 

original  construction,  3  inst. 

No.  bonds 

Annual  benefits  totalling  $19,152  were  levied  by  the  main  district  each  year  from 
1880  to  1895.  In  1895  certain  landowners  petitioned  the  court  to  have  their  lands 
removed  from  the  assessment  roll  as  they  were  affected  by  back  waters  and  received 
no  benefits  from  the  Sny.  Petition  was  granted  by  the  court.  Since  that  time,  each 
year  up  to  and  including  1936,  $18,832  has  been  levied. 


for  their  interior  drainage.18  North  of  the  Sny 
District  to  the  Wisconsin  State  Line  most  of  the 
districts  have  pumping  plants. 

Along  the  southern  part  of  the  river,  the  levees  in 
general  are  constructed  of  a  light  soil  material.  At 
high  stages  of  the  river  these  districts,  relying  on 
the  gravity  outlet  for  their  interior  drainage,  are 
menaced  by  water  seeping  through  the  present  lev¬ 
ees.  Along  the  northern  part  of  the  river  the  topog¬ 
raphy  of  the  land  is  such  that  a  large  part  of  the 
land  enclosed  by  the  levees  is  at  practically  the  same 
elevation  as  the  low  water  in  the  river.  Conse¬ 
quently  pumping  plants  are  in  operation  throughout 
the  farming  season. 

Floods  along  the  Mississippi  have,  from  year  to 
year,  added  considerable  to  the  burdens,  financial 
and  otherwise,  of  drainage  districts.  The  earliest 
flood  of  record  was  in  1844.  Others  of  notable  pro¬ 
portions  have  been  in  1851,  1880,  1892,  1903,  1922, 
1927,  1929,  and  1937.  The  flood  of  1927  crested  be¬ 
tween  Cairo  and  as  far  north  as  Chester  in  the  Kas- 
kaskia  Island  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  breaking 
the  levees  of  almost  every  drainage  district  along 
the  river  and  flooding  100,000  acres  of  drainage 
district  lands.  Again  in  1929,  the  flood  crested  con¬ 
siderably  farther  up  the  river  as  far  north  as  Quincy, 
breaking  two  levees  in  Adams  County  and  flooding 
25,000  acres. 

The  investments  of  the  thirty-six  active  drainage 
districts  along  the  Mississippi  River  have  been 
heavy.  More  than  $12  millions  have  been  levied  by 
these  districts  for  construction  assessments  to  pro¬ 
tect  400,000  acres  of  land.  These  assessments  range 
from  relatively  insignificant  sums  of  $23,000  for  one 
district  in  Adams  County  to  $2.3  millions  levied  by 
the  Sny  Island  Levee  Drainage  District  and  its  seven 
sub-districts  in  Adams,  Pike,  and  Calhoun  coun¬ 
ties.  More  than  one-half  of  this  total  amount  has 
been  levied  since  1915.  Likewise  the  proportion  of 

18This  district  is  not  classed  as  a  drainage  district;  it  is  rather  a  sanitary  district* 
Its  problems  are  mostly  urban  in  nature.  Cf.  this  Survey,  vol  i. 

The  East  Side  Levee  and  Sanitary  District  embraces  an  area  of  nearly  100  square 
miles,  extending  from  the  vicinity  of  Poag,  in  Madison  County,  southerly  about  18 
miles,  to  Prairie  du  Pont  Creek,  in  St.  Clair  County.  It  includes  the  incorporated 
cities  and  villages  of  East  St.  Louis,  Washington  Park,  Farimont  City,  National 
City,  Brooklyn,  Monsanto,  Cahokia,  in  St.  Clair  County,  and  Granite  City,  Madison, 
Venice,  Nameoki,  in  Madison  County.  Approximately  75  per  cent  of  the  assessed 
valuation  of  the  district  is  within  St.  Clair  County.  During  the  past  15  years  the 
levies  made  against  the  property  of  the  district  are  as  follows: 


1920 . 

. $  550,000 

1928 . 

. $  354,000 

1921 . 

.  575,000 

1929 . 

.  534,500 

1922 . 

.  550,000 

1930 . 

.  534,500 

1923 . 

.  856,730 

1931 . 

.  292,000 

1924 . 

.  715,500 

1932 . 

.  167,000 

1925 . 

.  707,500 

1933 . 

.  443,350 

1926 . 

.  565,000 

1934 . 

.  437,350 

1927 . 

.  429,000 

These  were  for  the  following  purposes: 

Construction  and  Maintenance . $  3,907,400 — 51% 

Bonded  Indebtedness .  2,792,730 — 36 

Administration .  1,011,300—13 


TABLE  13 

COLLECTIONS  OF  CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  AND  INTEREST  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTS 

BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVERi 

1925-1936 

(In  thousands  oi  dollars) 
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•Boones  Pond  D.  &  L.  Dist.  (Jackson  Co.)  inactive  for  period  1925-1936. 
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TABLE  14 

BONDS  ISSUED,  PAID,  AND  OUTSTANDING 
BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER 

1925-1937 


(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


YEAR 

Outstanding  January  1st 

Bonds  Issued  During  Year 

Payments 

Interest 

Paid 

TOTAL 

Un¬ 

matured 

Maturing 

Delin¬ 

quent 

TOTAL 

Refunding 

New 

Issues 

TOTAL 

Current 

Delin¬ 

quent 

Called 

Bonds 

Can¬ 

celled 

1925 

$2,165 

90% 

9% 

1% 

$  80 

$  ... 

$  80 

$  193 

100% 

•••% 

.■•% 

$  .. 

$126 

1926 

2,053 

88 

11 

1 

86 

86 

223 

97 

2 

1 

121 

1927 

1,916 

87 

12 

1 

1,199 

1,199 

247 

90 

9 

1 

128 

1928 

2,868 

91 

9 

208 

208 

267 

99 

1 

180 

1929 

2,809 

90 

10 

559 

559 

277 

99 

1 

154 

1930 

3,091 

92 

8 

439 

439 

224 

99 

i 

170 

1931 

3,306 

88 

12 

3 

3 

304 

96 

3 

i 

215 

1932 

3,005 

85 

11 

4 

36 

36 

132 

85 

14 

l 

84 

1933 

2,909 

77 

12 

11 

5 

5 

116 

74 

26 

42 

1934 

2,798 

70 

11 

19 

208 

47 

25 

28 

40 

1935 

2,590 

63 

10 

27 

50 

39 

24 

37 

18 

1936 

2,540 

53 

10 

37 

280 

280 

58 

10 

15 

75 

90 

9 

1937 

2,391 

60 

7 

33 

149 

149 

43 

12 

56 

32 

21 

5 

construction  assessment  borrowing  has  been  higher 
than  the  state  average  of  50  per  cent.  Seventy  per 
cent  of  the  assessments  levied  since  1915  were  spread 
over  five  and  ten-year  periods  and  bonds  issued.  The 
default  since  1925  on  these  bonds  has  been  large, 
although  it  has  been  reduced  somewhat  since  1936, 
both  by  improved  collections  and  RFC  refinancing.19 
Not  as  many  of  the  districts  along  the  Mississippi 
operate  pumping  plants  as  along  the  Illinois.20  How¬ 
ever,  most  of  them  levy  annual  benefit  assessments, 
as  indicated  in  Table  9. 

Considerable  aid  has  been  given  the  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  along  the  Mississippi,  both  directly  and  in¬ 
directly  by  the  Federal  government.  Directly  some 
of  these  districts  receive  allowances  from  the  U.  S. 


‘•Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  loans  to  drainage  districts  along  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  to  1939  were  as  follows: 


Amounts 

District 

County 

Author- 

Dis- 

Re- 

Repay- 

ized 

bursed 

scinded 

ments 

Henderson  Co.  D.D.  #1 

Henderson 

t  62,000 

$  60,987 

S  1.012 

t  9,987 

«  U  UK 

« 

22,500 

19,000 

3,500 

*  “  *  #2 

u 

51,000 

49,900 

1,099 

1,900 

a  u  u  u 

« 

•22,500 

19,000 

3,500 

«  *  ,  |3 

u 

19,500 

19,500 

Hunt  D.  &  L. 

Hancock 

166,500 

152,500 

14,000 

Lima  Lake  D.  <fe  L. 

Adams 

225,746 

224,465 

1,281 

10,965 

Indian  Grave  D.  &  L. 

a 

148,500 

148,500 

2,500 

Sny  Island  L.  &  D.** 

Adams  Pike 
&  Calhoun 

310.759 

280,587 

30,171 

67,487 

TOTALS . 

t  1,029,005 

S  974,440 

$  54,565 

t  92,840 

•Rehabilitation  loans  (including  construction). 

••Includes  following  sub-districts:  Atlas  Creek,  Bay  Creek,  Kiser  Creek,  McCraney 
Creek. 

“Drainage  districts  along  the  Mississippi  River  that  maintained  pumping  plants 
in  the  period  1925-1937  are:  Carroll  County  D.  &  L.  No.  1,  Savanna  &  York  D.  &  L., 
Meredosia  Levee  DD.,  Drury  D  &  L  ,  Bay  Island  D.  &  L.,  Henderson  County  D.D. 
#3,  Henderson  County  D.D.  #2,  Henderson  County  D.D.  #1  ,  Hunt  D.  &  L.,  Lima 
Lake  D.  &  L  ,  Indian  Grave  D.  &  L.,  and  South  Quincy  D.  4L. 


Army  Engineers  for  damages  resulting  from  the 
opening  of  the  new  nine-foot  channel  in  the 
river.21  A  fee,  representing  the  increase  in 
annual  maintenance  cost  of  operating  pump¬ 
ing  plants,  is  paid  the  districts  each  year, 
commencing  in  1940,  by  the  Federal  Government.  In 
addition  the  Mississippi  River  Commission  has  for 
many  years  appropriated  substantial  sums  for 
heightening  and  strengthening  levees  as  a  part  of 
the  regular  flood  control  and  protection  activities  of 
that  division. 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  ILLINOIS 

RIVER 

The  financial  problems  of  drainage  districts  along 
the  Illinois  River,  like  those  along  the  Mississippi, 
are  closely  related  to  both  assistance  and  activities 
of  Federal  and  State  departments.  The  Federal 
government,  acting  through  the  U.  S.  Engineers  of 
the  War  Department,  has  engaged  in  flood  Control 
work  along  the  Illinois  since  the  Mississippi  River 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1928.  Section  6  of  this  statute 
provided  that  flood  control  works  could  be  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Mississippi  River  Commission  on 
the  tributaries  of  that  river  as  far  as  the  Mississippi 
backwater  influenced  their  stages.  The  jurisdiction 
of  the  Mississippi  River  Commission  first  extended 
from  the  mouth  of  the  river  at  Grafton  upstream 

uThe  Mississippi  River  from  the  dam  at  Alton,  Illinois,  to  the  dam  at  St.  Paul* 
is  644.7  miles  in  length.  Between  these  two  points  there  are  26  dams  and  locks  either 
completed  or  in  process  of  construction.  The  dams  are  designed  to  create  a  series 
of  pools  during  low  river  stages.  Each  dam  has  a  section  containing  movable  gates, 
which  can  be  raised  above  extreme  flood  heights  to  pass  the  flow  of  the  river.  When 
water  is  high  the  dams  are  opened  so  that  at  no  time  will  they  appreciably  increase 
flood  heights.  A  spillway  section  is  provided  over  which  any  flood  water  in  excess 
of  that  flowing  through  the  gates  can  pass.  The  movable  gates  are  so  built  that  they 
can  be  submerged  to  pass  ice  and  water  over  the  top  or  raised  to  pass  water  under 
the  bottom. 
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TABLE  15 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  LEVIED  AND  BONDS  ISSUED 
BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  ILLINOIS  RIVER,  1879-1937 


(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


District 

County 

Acres 

1879- 

1937 

1915-1937 

Assessments 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Assessments 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Hennepin  D.  &  L . 

. Putnam 

2,610 

$  282 

$  207 

$  160 

$  126 

East  Peoria  D.&L . 

. Tazewell 

1,433 

91 

81 

45 

35 

Pekin  &  LaMarsh  D.&L . 

. Peoria 

2,716 

376 

132 

249 

132 

Rocky  Ford  D.  &  L.2 

. Tazewell 

1,689 

208 

186 

208 

187 

Spring  Lake  D.&L 

. Tazewell 

12,055 

1,159 

1,102 

686 

642 

Banner  Special  D.  &  L . 

. Peoria 

4,561 

978 

384 

800 

519 

East  Liverpool  D.  &  L.3 . 

. Fulton 

2,760 

385 

231 

385 

231 

Liverpool  D.  &  L.4 . 

. Fulton 

3,115 

273 

197 

273 

197 

Thompson  Lake  D.  &  L.3 . 

. Fulton 

5,307 

561 

289 

561 

289 

Lacey  D.  &  L . 

. Fulton 

2,995 

249 

85 

144 

6 

Langellier  D.  &  L.8 . 

. Fulton 

2,042 

84 

75 

84 

75 

Kerton  Valley  D.  &  L.8 . 

. Fulton 

1,693 

64 

7 

64 

7 

West  Matanzas  D.  &  L.4 . 

. Fulton 

2,715 

422 

231 

422 

231 

Sea  Horn  D.  &  L.8 . 

. Fulton 

1,462 

132 

52 

132 

52 

Big  Lake  D.  &  L . 

. Schuyler 

3,725 

300 

227 

144 

96 

Kelly  Lake  D.  &  L.4 . 

. Schuyler 

990 

155 

124 

155 

129 

Hager  Slough  D.  &  L 

3,721 

65 

21 

6 

Lost  Creek  D.  &  L 

. Cass 

1,145 

140 

81 

132 

81 

Coal  Creek  D.  &  L . 

. Schuyler 

6,440 

363 

251 

205 

f84 

Crane  Creek  D.  &  L . 

. Schuyler 

5,021 

309 

267 

177 

162 

Big  Prairie  D.  &  L.3 . 

1,873 

147 

110 

147 

111 

South  Beardstown  D.  &  L.4 . 

7,313 

754 

710 

754 

741 

Valley  D.  &  L . 

. Cass 

3,037 

127 

86 

77 

42 

Meredosia  Lake  D.  &  L . 

. Cass 

3,921 

231 

96 

91 

46 

Coon  Run  D.  &  L . 

. Morgan  &  Scott 

17,920 

134 

105 

97 

75 

McGee  Creek  D.&L . 

. Pike 

6,441 

806 

381 

557 

540 

Valley  City  D.  &  L.® . 

. Pike 

4,808 

416 

380 

416 

379 

Mauvaisterre  D.&L . 

. Scott 

3,985 

135 

52 

112 

52 

Scott  County  D.  &  L 

. Scott 

10,760 

466 

269 

247 

145 

Big  Swan  D.  &  L 

. Scott 

12,054 

461 

299 

135 

89 

Hillview  D.  &  L . 

12,323 

795 

640 

388 

296 

Hartwell  D.  &  L 

. Greene 

8,800 

648 

522 

391 

355 

Keach  D.  &  L . 

. Greene 

10,500 

348 

338 

155 

154 

Eldred  D.  &  L . 

8,396 

521 

439 

245 

235 

Spankey  D.  &  L.10 . 

. Greene 

825 

44 

41 

44 

41 

Nutwood  D.  &  L . 

. Greene  &  Jersey 

10,637 

455 

430 

122 

101 

TOTAL . 

191,788 

$13,084 

$9,121 

$9,010 

$6,770 

‘The  following  districts  along  the  Illinois  River  were  inactive  in  the  period  1925-1937:  Crow  Creek  D.  &  L.,  Marshall  County;  Partridge  D.  &  L.,  Woodford  County;  Wakonda 
D.  4  L.,  Fulton  County;  Crabtree  D.  D.  (private),  Fulton  County;  Spoon  River  D.  D.  (dissolved),  Fulton  County;  Frederick  Lake  D.  4  L.,  Schuyler  County  (dissolved); 
Quiver  River  D.  4  L.,  Mason  County;  Little  Creek  D.  D.,  Brown  County  (private  reclamation);  Willow  Creek  D.  4  L.,  Morgan  County;  and  the  Chautauqua  D.  4  L.,  Mason 
County,  which  was  sold  to  the  U.  S.  Government  in  1926. 

To  the  total  construction  for  the  period  1879-1937  there  should  be  added  the  following  amounts  for  districts  no  longer  active.  Partridge  D.  4  L. .Woodford  County,  $132,417 ; 
Quiver  River  D.  4  L.,  Mason  County,  $38,165;  Willow  Creek  D.  4  L.,  Morgan  County,  $62,340;  Chautauqua  D.  4  L.,  Mason  County,  $475,591. 

’District  organized  in  1924.  ’Assessment  spread  over  ten-year  period  but  no  bonds  issued.  ’District  organized  in  1918. 

’District  organized  in  1916.  ’District  organized  in  1926.  'District  organized  in  1920. 

’District  organized  in  1915.  ‘District  has  issued  no  bonds.  ‘“District  organized  in  1917. 


to  the  limits  of  Beardstown.  This  was  later  ex¬ 
tended  to  Peoria.  In  1936,  the  Flood  Control  Act 
considerably  enlarged  Federal  activities  along  the 
Illinois  as  well  as  a  number  of  other  streams  in  the 
State.  The  State  of  Illinois  has  been  directly  con¬ 
cerned  with  parts  of  the  Illinois  River  that  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Illinois  River  Waterway.  The  Chicago 
Sanitary  District  has  from  time  to  time  had  a  share 
in  related  Illinois  River  problems. 

The  drainage  districts  along  the  Illinois  are  all 
located  below  Peoria  and  have  been  for  the  most 


part  developed  since  1900.22  The  flood  plain  of  the 
Illinois  along  the  lower  two  hundred  miles  attains  a 
width  of  from  one  and  one-half  to  seven  miles,  the 
average  being  about  four  miles.  A  large  part  of  this 
rich  bottom  land  is  under  cultivation  and  yields  good 

^The  Pekin  and  LaMarsh  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  along  the  upper  Illinois, 
was  organized  in  1889  and  levied  an  assessment  of  $20,000  and  annual  benefits  of  20 
cents  an  acre.  The  district  was  flooded  in  1902  and  for  seven  years  none  of  the  lands 
were  cultivated.  During  high  water  the  district  was  practically  a  lake  nearly  two 
miles  long  and  more  than  one  mile  wide.  In  1909  this  district  again  became  active, 
rehabilitated  lands  at  an  approximate  cost  of  $26  an  acre,  and  rebuilt  its  pumping 
plant.  Since  that  time  it  has  invested  nearly  a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars.  Cf. 
Howard  C.  Haungs,  Pekin  and  LaMarsh  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  unpublished 
Master’s  thesis.  University  of  Illinois,  1907. 


COLLECTIONS  OF  CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  AND  INTEREST  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFIT  ASSESSMENTS 

BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  ILLINOIS  RIVER* 

1925-1936 
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‘Chautauqua  Drainage  District  (Mason  Co.)  was  sold  to  the  U  S.  Government  in  1926. 
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crops,  the  only  liability  being  danger  from  high  wa¬ 
ter.  There  are  400,000  acres  of  bottom  lands  sub¬ 
ject  to  overflow;  indeed  the  great  flood  of  1844  (the 
earliest  flood  of  which  there  is  adequate  record)  cov¬ 
ered  320,000  of  these  acres.  Approximately  192,000 
acres  of  these  lands  are  included  in  thirty-six  drain¬ 
age  districts  that  have  been  active  since  1925. 

In  1921  the  State  Department  of  Public  Works 
and  Buildings,  Division  of  Waterways,  was  given 
authority  to  regulate  the  building  of  levees  in  the 
river  valleys  of  the  State.  Prior  to  this  time  dis¬ 
tricts  could  reclaim  large  areas  from  the  flood  way 
of  the  river  independently  of  any  central  supervising 
agency.  The  series  of  levee  systems  built  by  indi¬ 
vidual  districts  encroached  on  the  flood  plain  and 
raised  the  flood  heights  of  the  river  in  many  cases  to 
the  detriment  of  many  other  districts.  Adequate 
protection  against  the  increased  flood  heights,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Division  of  Waterways,  requires  lev¬ 
ees  approximating  an  average  of  twenty  feet  in 
height.  Likewise,  because  of  the  topography  of  the 
bottom  land,  and  of  the  slight  fall  in  the  river,  pump¬ 
ing  plants  are  necessary  to  dispose  of  the  water  from 
the  drainage  systems  in  the  districts.23  The  burden 
of  construction  and  maintenance  of  levees  and  the 
cost  of  constructing  and  operating  pumping  plants 
had  been  excessive  to  some  districts  and  accounts  to 
a  large  measure  for  their  poor  financial  condition. 

It  would  appear  that  many  of  these  districts  can¬ 
not  hope  to  support  the  present  system  of  levees  and 
drainage  facilities  from  the  present  collections  of 
drainage  assessments.  The  cost  of  reclaiming  the 
land  is  in  excess  of  their  earning  power  in  agricul¬ 
tural  production.  In  addition,  periodic  damages 
from  several  floods  add  unanticipated  burdens  to  the 
cost  of  reclamation.  No  assurance  can  be  given  that 
the  estimated  maximum  floods  will  not  be  exceeded. 
Since  absolute  protection  against  flood  cannot  be  as¬ 
sured  in  the  cultivation  of  bottom  lands,  some  risk 
must  be  assumed  on  lands  taken  from  the  flood  plain 
of  the  river.  One  frequently  discussed  plan  is  that 
flood  losses  should  be  met  by  an  annual  fixed  charge 


“Drainage  districts  along  the  Illinois  River  that  maintained  pumping  plants  in 
the  period  1925-1937  are  Hennepin  D.  &  L.f  East  Peoria  D.  &  L.,  Pekin-LaMarsh 
D.  &  L.,  Rocky  Ford  D.  &  L.,  Spring  Lake  D.  &  L.,  Banner  Special  D.  &  L.,  East 
Liverpool  D.  &  L.,  Liverpool  D.  &  L.,  Thompson  Lake  D.  &  L.,  Lacey  D.  &  L., 
Langellier  D.  &  L.,  Kerton  Valley  D.  &  L.,  West  Matanzas  D.  &  L.,  Sea  Horn  D.  & 
L.,  Coal  Creek  D.  &  L.(  Big  Lake  D.  &  L.,  Kelly  Lake  D.  &  L.,  Lost  Creek  D.  &  L.t 
Crane  Creek  D.  &  L.,  Big  Prairie  D.  &  L.,  South  Beardstown  D.  &  L.,  Valley  D.  & 
L.,  Meredosia  Lake  D.  &  L.,  Coon  Run  D.  &  L.,  McGee  Creek  D.  &  L.,  Valley  City 
D.  &  L.,  Mauvaiseterre  D.  &  L.f  Scott  County  D.  &  L.,  Big  Swan  D.  &  L.,  Hillview 
D.  &  L.,  Hartwell  D.  &  L.,  Reach  D.  &  L.,  Eldred  D.D.,  Spankey  D.  &  L.,  and 
Nutwood  D.  &  L. 

The  earliest  pumping  plants  in  Illinois  were  constructed  just  prior  to  1900.  A 
total  of  about  $3,000,000  has  been  expended  by  Illinois  drainage  districts  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  pumping  plants  to  drain  261,000  acres.  Cf.  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Cost  of  Pumping  for  Drainage  in  the  Upper  Mississippi  Valley  ( Technical  Bulletin 
No.  827),  October  1932.  p.  2. 


to  be  set  up  as  an  insurance  fund  to  cover  such 
losses  when  they  occur. 

In  summing  up  its  study  of  the  district  along  the 
Illinois  River,  the  Division  of  Waterways  has  stated : 
“It  seems  apparent  that  many  of  the  districts  will 
not  be  able  to  support  themselves  even  if  govern¬ 
mental  aid  is  extended  to  help  them  solve  their  pres¬ 
ent  difficulties.  Therefore,  it  is  suggested  that  only 
those  districts,  that  have  no  adverse  effects  on  flood 
heights  of  the  river  and  can  operate  successfully 
from  the  profits  of  their  own  production,  shall  be 
eligible  to  receive  aid  from  the  State.”24 

There  have  been  disastrous  floods  in  the  Illinois 
River  in  1844,  1904,  1913,  1922,  1926  and  1927.26 
The  last  two  inundations  have  greatly  affected  drain¬ 
age  district  financing  in  the  period  covered  by  this 
study.  The  plight  of  landowners  in  the  Illinois  River 
drainage  districts  would  have  been  hopeless  had  it 
not  been  for  Federal  and  State  aid.  The  flood  of 
1926  destroyed  crops  in  almost  every  district.  Re¬ 
pair  and  construction  assessments  were  levied  im¬ 
mediately  on  lands  which  had  produced  little  or  no 
income  that  year.  Levees  of  more  than  half  the  dis¬ 
tricts  were  overflowed  or  damaged.  In  Fulton  County 
alone  seven  of  the  ten  levees  broke.  The  American 
Red  Cross  reported  the  damages  and  loss  along  the 
entire  river  in  excess  of  $24  millions. 

Congressman  Henry  T.  Rainey,  of  Illinois  urging 
in  1926  Federal  appropriations  for  relief  in  a  deter¬ 
mined  but  humorous  vein  said,  “The  streets  of 

24 Report  on  Drainage  Districts  by  the  Division  of  Waterways,  1937,  State  of  Illinois 
pp.  7  and  8. 

“Cf.  State  of  Illinois,  Division  of  Waterways,  Flood  Control  Report,  1929,  p.  13. 
“These  floods  have  reached  successively  higher  stages,  not  because  the  run-off  or 
discharge  of  the  river  has  increased  since  the  first  recorded  flood  of  1844  but  be¬ 
cause  landowners  since  1900  under  provision  of  the  State  laws,  have  been  allow¬ 
ed  to  build  levees  and  to  encroach  upon  the  natural  flood  plain  of  the  river. 
Drainage  and  levee  districts  have  been  organized  under  the  the  laws  of  the  State 
to  reclaim  bottom  lands.  Each  district  that  has  built  a  levee  has  shut  off  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  natural  flood  flow  channel,  thus  adding  to  the  flood  heights  and  in¬ 
creasing  the  flood  hazard  of  all  other  districts. 
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TABLE  17 

BONDS  ISSUED,  PAID,  AND  OUTSTANDING 
BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  ILLINOIS  RIVER 

1925-1937 

(In  thousands  oi  dollars) 


YEAR 

Outstanding  January  1st 

Bonds  issued  during  year 

Payments 

Interest 

Paid 

TOTAL 

Un¬ 

matured 

Maturing 

Delin¬ 

quent 

TOTAL 

Refunding 

New 

Issues 

TOTAL 

Current 

Delin¬ 

quent 

Called 

Bonds 

Can¬ 

celled 

1925 

*4,354 

92% 

7% 

1% 

*  258 

* 

S  258 

$  271 

100% 

...% 

...% 

$ 

*  245 

1926 

4,342 

91 

8 

1 

53 

53 

307 

100 

244 

1927 

4,088 

89 

9 

2 

761 

147 

614 

274 

100 

207 

1928 

4,428 

89 

8 

3 

781 

287 

493 

238 

100 

214 

1929 

4,683 

91 

7 

2 

120 

16 

104 

271 

99 

i 

222 

1930 

4,517 

88 

8 

4 

210 

159 

51 

228 

99 

l 

187 

1931 

4,340 

86 

8 

6 

56 

56 

206 

100 

125 

1932 

4,190 

82 

9 

9 

496 

496 

120 

100 

94 

93 

1933 

3,975 

80 

7 

13 

161 

97 

65 

49 

100 

214 

65 

1934 

3,776 

75 

6 

19 

24 

83 

17 

52 

1935 

3,753 

66 

9 

25 

37 

30 

7 

48 

43 

38 

19 

29 

58 

1936 

3,682 

82 

6 

32 

171 

171 

34 

47 

53 

352 

43 

1937 

3,296 

61 

5 

34 

505 

498 

7 

18 

77 

9 

14 

637 

35 

Beardstown  have  been  navigated  with  boats  for  a 
greater  period  of  time  than  any  other  city  in  the 
world  except  Venice  and  we  are  getting  tired  of  it!” 
The  Federal  government  made  an  immediate  grant 
of  $350,000  for  flood  protection  for  the  city  of 
Beardstown.  In  the  succeeding  year  flood  waters 
caused  an  even  greater  damage  to  lands.  The  State 
spent  almost  a  million  dollars  in  1926  repairing 
drainage  district  levees  and  the  Federal  government, 
after  the  act  of  1928,  expended  approximately  $125,- 
000  on  levees  of  five  of  these  districts.26  One-third 
of  this  amount  was  contributed  by  the  State  and 
two-thirds  was  from  Federal  funds.  Assessment  by 
the  districts  themselves  since  1925  have  approxi- 

“In  addition  to  financial  aid  to  drainage  districts,  the  State  also  expended  (350,000 
in  1938  for  flood  control  levees  in  the  city  of  Beardstown. 

nAn  interesting  description  of  the  struggles  of  drainage  districts  along  the  Illinois 
is  found  in  a  statement  filed  with  the  Illinois  Flood  Control  Commission  concerning 
the  Spring  Lake  Drainage  and  Levee  District  (Cf.  Illinois  Valley  Flood  Control 
Commission,  Hearings  on  Causes  and  Control  of  Floods  in  the  Illinois  River  Valley, 
published  by  the  Commission,  Springfield,  1929,  pp.  76-79). 

“This  district  consists  of  12,000  acres  of  land  located  in  the  valley  of  the  Illinois 
River,  in  Tazewell  County,  Illinois.  This  land  was  ceded  by  the  United  States  of 
America  to  the  State  of  Illinois  by  Act  of  Congress  dated  September  28,  1850  for  the 
purpose  ‘to  enable  the  several  states  to  construct  the  necessary  levees  and  drains 
to  reclaim  the  swamp  and  overflowed  lands  therein  . 

“The  State  of  Illinois  accepted  these  lands  on  that  condition  and  passed  the  neces¬ 
sary  legislation  for  their  reclmation.  The  obstacles  were  so  great  and  so  nearly  in¬ 
surmountable  that  no  one  had  the  courage  and  hardihood  to  attempt  the  reclamation 
of  said  lands  for  more  than  fifty  years  after  the  passage  of  said  laws.  Now,  however, 
we  find  that  citizens  of  our  state  have  spent  the  best  part  of  their  lives  and  all  of  the 
money  that  they  could  earn  and  borrow  to  carry  out  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the 
said  act  of  Congress  and  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois  to  put  said  lands  in  a  state 
of  cultivation  but  notwithstanding  their  greatest  efforts,  thousands  of  families  have 
lost  their  crops,  their  property,  and  their  homes  by  the  ravages  of  the  flood  waters 
of  the  Illinois  River. 

“In  our  own  Spring  Lake  District,  by  kind  providence  and  supreme  effort  the 
waters  of  the  Illinois  River  have  been  kept  out  to  date,  but  the  constant  and  un¬ 
ceasing  cost  of  safety  has  left  the  landowners  practically  bankrupt. 

“In  Spring  Lake,  the  assessments  and  interest  on  12,000  acres  now  amounts  to 
(1,522,531.33  or  (126.00  per  acre.  All  of  this  has  been  spent  to  fight  water.  To  this 
must  be  added  the  purchase  prices  of  the  land,  the  cost  of  clearing,  fences,  tiling, 
buildings,  and  the  general, taxes.” 

Another  excerpt  from  that  same  report  (p.  135): 

"Hillview  Drainage  District  in  Green  and  Scott  counties  has  expended  probably 
(70  per  acre  for  a  little  more  than  12,000  cares.  It  cost  this  district  (138,000  for  the 
flood  of  1926.  We  had  gone  from  1906  to  1926  without  any  trouble.” 


mated  $3  millions  for  construction  and  slightly  more 
than  this  amount  annually  for  maintenance.27 

In  recent  years,  the  continued  financial  difficulties 
for  sixteen  districts  have  been  abated  by  RFC 
loans.28 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  WABASH, 
OHIO  AND  CACHE  RIVERS 
The  twelve  drainage  districts  along  the  Wabash, 
Ohio  and  Cache  Rivers  active  during  the  period 
1925-1937  account  for  only  a  little  more  than  2 
per  cent  of  the  total  expenditures  through  the  State 


MLoans  by  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  to  drainage  and  levee  districts 
along  the  Illinois  River  to  1939  were  as  follows: 


District 

County 

Amounts 

Author¬ 

ized 

Dis¬ 

bursed 

Re¬ 

scinded 

Repay¬ 

ments 

Pekin  &  LaMarsh  D. 

&  L. 

Peoria 

(  82,323 

(  81,000 

(  1,323 

(  1,500 

Pekin  &  LaMarsh 

a 

U 

•20,000 

7,200 

12,800 

Banner  Special 

u 

a 

76,000 

73,000 

3,000 

9,000 

E.  Liverpool 

u 

Fulton 

62,526 

62,500 

25 

3,500 

Liverpool 

a 

tt 

46,706 

45,048 

Liverpool 

a 

u 

•15,000 

W.  Matanzas 

u 

a 

52,500 

52,500 

Kelly  Lake 

u 

Schuyler 

30,500 

30,000 

500 

500 

Crane  Creek 

u 

a 

37,000 

Crane  Creek 

u 

u 

•43,000 

S.  Beardstown 

u 

Cass 

133,384 

128,333 

8 

S.  Beardstown 

if 

U 

•10,000 

Valley  City 

u 

Pike 

101,000 

98,888 

Meredosia  Lake 

u 

Cass 

25,035 

24,894 

140 

394 

McGee  Creek 

u 

Pike 

117,036 

112,990 

4,045 

10,490 

McGee  Creek 

“ 

“ 

•30,000 

30,000 

Valley 

“ 

Cass 

13,000 

Valley 

« 

M 

•5,000 

5,000 

Big  Swan 

u 

Scott 

76,000 

63,000 

13,000 

21,000 

Hillview 

u 

Scott  & 

165,000 

164,500 

1,000 

10,500 

Greene 

Hartwell 

" 

Greene 

96,576 

Hartwell 

u 

U 

•64,700 

160,926 

349 

44 

Eldred 

a 

m 

*57,500 

56,000 

1,500 

TOTALS. . . 

(  1,360,288 

(  1,190,782 

(  42,684 

(  56,938 

•Rehabilitation  loans  (including  construction). 
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TABLE  18 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  LEVIED  AND  BONDS  ISSUED  BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 
ALONG  THE  WABASH,  OHIO,  AND  CACHE  RIVERSi,  1879-1937 


(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


1879-1937 

1915-1937 

District 

County 

Acres 

Assessments 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Assessments 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Tri-Pond  D.  &  L . 

.  .  .Crawford 

6,114 

$  79 

$  64 

$  47 

$  39 

LaMotte  &  Montgomery  D.  D  . 
Russell  &  Allison  D.  &  L . 

.  .  .Crawford 

2,684 

47 

2 

26 

2 

.  .  .  Lawrence 

30,895 

418 

205 

201 

105 

England  Pond  D.&L . 

.  .  Lawrence 

6,135 

125 

73 

104 

73 

Rochester  &  McLeary  D.  &  L.  .  . 

.  Wabash 

4,857 

174 

124 

175 

124 

Wabash  D.  &  L#1 . 

.  .  .White3 

1,368 

36 

54 

36 

5 

Granny  Tweedle  D.  &  L 

.  .  White5 

1,445 

55 

48 

55 

48 

Bay  Bottoms  D.  &  L . 

.  Pope 

9,665 

107 

80 

47 

32 

Cache  River  D.  &  L . 

.  Union,  Johnson, 
Pope,  Pulaski 
&  Massac 

67,900 

562 

235 

252 

84 

Big  Creek  D.  D  §1 . 

.  . .  Pulaski 

1,487 

14 

3 

11 

3 

Big  Creek  D.  D.  #2 . 

.  .  Pulaski 

5,483 

76 

49 

42 

28 

Belknap  D.  D . 

. . .Johnson 

5,903 

40 

32 

20 

15 

TOTAL . 

143,936 

$1,733 

$  918 

$1,016 

$  555 

includes  only  districts  active  for  period  1925-1937.  The  only  additional  district  along  these  rivers  active  since  1879  is  the  Big  Slough  D.  D.,  Lawrence  County,  $11,000  (1906b 


inactive  since  1922. 

*No  bonds  issued  by  this  District.  ^District  organized  i: 

for  drainage  during  that  period.  Financially  these 
districts  are  in  somewhat  better  than  average  con¬ 
dition.  Twenty-five  per  cent  of  the  bonds  outstand¬ 
ing  in  1937  were  in  default,  collections  having  fallen 
off  steadily  since  1929.  Only  one  drainage  district 
in  this  area  has  received  funds  from  the  RFC.29 

The  drainage  problems  along  the  Wabash,  Ohio 
and  Cache  are  almost  entirely  problems  of  flood 
protection.  The  Wabash  borders  the  State  for  a 
distance  of  200  miles  where  it  joins  the  Ohio.  The 
Ohio  forms  the  southeastern  boundary  of  the  State 
for  133  miles  to  the  confluence  with  the  Mississippi 
at  Cairo.  Floods  along  the  Ohio  River  in  Illinois 
have  been  much  more  frequent  than  along  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  and  the  flood  control  problems  are  not  en¬ 
tirely  those  of  drainage  and  levee  districts;  four 
Illinois  cities  are  located  on  the  Ohio — Shawnee- 
town,  Mounds  City,  Brookport  and  Cairo.  The  flood 
protection  problems  of  these  cities  and  of  the  twelve 
drainage  districts  in  this  part  of  the  State  consti¬ 
tute  the  problems  which  have  been  attacked  coop¬ 
eratively  by  Federal,  State  and  local  governments. 

The  Wabash  River  Valley  ranges  from  two  to 
eight  miles  in  width.  The  principal  Illinois  tribu¬ 
taries  of  the  Wabash  are  the  Little  Wabash,  the 
Embarrass,  the  Skillet  Fork  Rivers.  In  the  north¬ 
ern  portion  of  the  river  most  of  the  bottom  lands 
are  on  the  Indiana  side,  on  the  Illinois  side  high 

“England  Pond  Drainage  and  Levee  District  in  Lawrence  County  received  a  loan 
authorization  of  $47,000  from  the  R.  F.  C.  of  which  $45,497  was  disbursed  and  $503 
rescinded.  Up  to  1939,  repayments  of  the  loan  totalled  $1,000. 


1920.  Complete  bond  record  not  available. 

6District  organized  in  1921. 

grounds  are  close  to  the  river  and  there  are  but  few 
overflow  areas.  In  these  few  areas  levee  systems 
have  been  constructed  and  drainage  and  levee  dis¬ 
tricts  organized.  In  the  southern  portion,  especially 
near  the  mouth,  there  is  comparatively  more  bot¬ 
tom  land  but  no  attempts  have  been  made  to  con¬ 
struct  levees  here. 

Cutting  across  the  entire  State  of  Illlinois  from 
the  Ohio  River  a  few  miles  below  Golconda  and 
running  westerly  to  the  Mississippi  is  a  broad  low 
valley  that  in  distant  times  was  the  river  bed  of  the 
Ohio.  The  change  in  the  course  of  the  Ohio  to  a 
more  southerly  position  where  it  now  forms  the 
border  of  Illinois  left  a  wide,  swampy,  marshy,  and 
uneven  area  that  was  poorly  drained  and  choked 
with  forests  and  underbrush  known  today  as  the  Gol¬ 
conda  cut-off.  These  lowlands  filled  with  rich  bot¬ 
tom  land  soil  are  today  drained  by  two  streams — 
Bay  Creek  which  flows  east  and  empties  into  the 
Ohio  and  the  Cache  river  which  flows  west  and 
eventually  finds  its  way  into  the  Ohio  very  near  to 
the  junction  of  that  river  with  the  Mississippi.  The 
area  is  poorly  drained  and  is  filled  in  rainy  seasons 
with  backwater,  sloughs  and  wet  places.  When  the 
Ohio  river  rises  very  materially  its  water  level  is 
above  that  of  the  Golconda  cutoff  area.  Sometimes 
during  extremely  high  water,  the  Ohio  again  cuts 
through  the  old  river  bed  to  the  Mississippi — a  dis¬ 
tance  of  about  sixty  miles.39  This  is  known  to  have 
happened  no  longer  ago  than  1937. 31  Under  less 
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severe  conditions  these  valleys  are  subject  to  back¬ 
water  overflow  from  the  high  waters  of  both  the 
Ohio  and  the  Mississippi  Rivers.32  The  drainage 
problems  in  the  area  are  complicated  by  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  draining  the  rich  bottomlands  sufficiently 
for  cultivation  and  flood  protection  in  times  of  high 
water. 

The  area  is  drained  mainly  by  the  Cache  River 
District  and  the  Bay  Bottoms  Drainage  Districts. 
Large  sums  of  money  have  been  spent  in  channel 
straightening,  clearing  floodways  and  constructing 
cut-offs  as  means  of  reducing  floods.  The  Cache 
Drainage  District  is  one  of  the  largest  districts  in 
the  State  and  comprises  lands  situated  in  the  coun¬ 
ties  of  Union,  Johnson,  Pope,  Pulaski,  and  Massac. 
It  contains  approximately  68,000  acres  of  land  as¬ 
sessed  for  benefits  and  seventy-five  miles  of  public 
highways,  about  thirty-seven  miles  of  railroad. 

The  Cache  River  carrying  water  from  this  basin 
flows  sluggishly  through  the  district  in  a  south¬ 
westerly  direction,  finally  reaching  the  Ohio. 
Improvements  made  by  the  district  include  a 
levee  at  the  east  end  to  prevent  the  over¬ 
flow  waters  from  Big  Bay  Creek  from  entering  the 
district;  the  construction  of  the  Post  Creek  cut¬ 
off,  at  a  point  near  the  center  of  the  district,  pro¬ 
viding  an  outlet  for  a  part  of  the  water  to  the  Ohio 
River  through  a  channel  four  miles  long;  and  the 
construction  of  another  cut-off  at  the  western  boun¬ 
dary  of  the  district  to  improve  the  fall  and  channel 
of  the  river  at  that  place.33 

The  history  of  the  Cache  River  Drainage  District 
has  been  one  of  a  long  struggle  to  reclaim  an  area 
where,  once  adequate  drainage  was  provided,  many 

*° Report  of  the  Board  of  Cache  River  Drainage  Commission  of  Illinois,  1905,  (Danville: 
Illinois  Printing  Co.),  1905. 

*lTwentieth  Annual  Report  of  Division  of  Waterways,  July  1,  19S6  to  June  SO,  19S7, 
State  of  Illinois,  p.  19. 

^Report  on  Drainage  Districts  by  the  Division  of  Waterways,  19S7,  State  of  Illinois, 
pp.  9  and  10. 


thousands  of  acres  of  bottom  lands  could  be  farmed. 
Under  the  Swamp  Land  Act  of  Congress,  many 
thousand  afcres  of  low  lands  fell  to  Pope,  Massac, 
Pulaski,  and  Alexander  counties.34  With  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  some  efforts  were  made  at  drainage,  but,  ow¬ 
ing  to  the  great  extent  of  the  territory  affected,  and 
the  lack  of  concerted  action  and  well-directed  ef¬ 
fort,  little  immediate  benefits  and  no  permanent 
benefits  were  effected.  This  was  in  the  1850’s  and 
1860’s  when  good  unimproved  ridge  lands  were 
abundant  and  cheap  and  swamp  lands  sold  at 
twenty-five  cents  an  acre.  Nothing  remains  of 
these  early  efforts  but  some  scattered  records,  a  few 
thoked-up  ditches  and  the  recollections  of  the  “old¬ 
est  settlers”. 

As  early  as  1870’s,  Chicago  land  speculators  be¬ 
came  interested  in  the  swamp  lands  in  the  vicinity 
of  Belknap  and  Post  Creek.  Under  their  direction, 
a  survey  of  the  Post  Creek  cut-off  was  made  to  as¬ 
certain  if  that  route  were  feasible  as  an  outlet  for 
the  waters  of  the  Cache  basin.  The  scheme,  how¬ 
ever,  was  abandoned.  Other  private  surveys  have 
been  made  of  some  of  the  small  sections  and  some 
local  drainage  has  been  attempted.  Four  small 
drainage  districts,  three  in  Pulaski  County  and  one 
in  Johnson  County,  were  early  organized  under  the 
Farm  Drainage  Act  of  the  State  but  met  with  only 
partial  success. 

In  1903  a  group  of  prominent  citizens  and  land- 
owners,  after  twenty  years  of  unsuccessful  strug¬ 
gle,  secured  the  passage  of  an  appropriation  of 
$10,000  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  three  commissioners  to  survey  the  Cache 
basin.35  A  report  of  the  Committee,  filed  in  1905, 

“Cache  River  District  v.  Chicago  4  E.I.  Ry.  Co.,  255  Ill.  398  (1912). 

“Cf.  chap,  ii  section  on  Swamp  Land  Act. 

“Report  of  the  Board  of  Cache  River  Drainage  Commission  of  Illinois,  1905  (Danville: 
Illinois  Printing  Co.).  1905. 
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surveyed  90,000  acres  of  bottom  lands  extending 
from  the  Ohio  to  the  mouth  of  the  Cache  River  be¬ 
low  Mounds  City.  As  a  result  of  this  report  the 
Cache  River  Drainage  District  was  organized  in 
1911  under  the  provisions  of  the  Drainage  and  Lev¬ 
ee  Act  of  1879.  It  embraced  67,000  acres  in  five 
counties. — Massac,  Pope,  Johnson,  Union,  and  Pu¬ 
laski.  Headquarters  for  the  district  are  in  Massac 
County  at  Metropolis. 

In  the  thirty  years  of  its  existence  the  Cache 
River  Drainage  District  has  maintained  an  excel¬ 
lent  financial  record.  The  main  district  and  five 
sub-districts  levied  a  total  of  $578,000  for  construc¬ 
tion  purposes.  More  than  half  this  amount  was 
paid  in  cash  at  the  time  the  assessments  were  levied 
and  a  total  of  only  $235,000  in  bonds  has  been  is¬ 
sued.  These  bonds  have  been  retired  each  year 
when  due  and  in  1937  the  total  outstanding  in¬ 
debtedness  of  the  district  was  little  more  than 
$1,000.  The  interest  payments  on  the  bonds  have 
totaled  $127,000  in  the  thirty-year  period.  Upkeep 
of  the  levees  and  ditches  has  been  paid  for  each  year 
from  the  proceeds  of  annual  benefits  which  have 
aggregated  $169,000  over  the  period  or  about  10 
cents  an  acre  each  year.  The  total  investment,  con¬ 
struction  assessments,  interest  and  annual  benefits 
over  the  entire  life  of  the  district  has  aggregated 
only  $13  an  acre,  a  sharp  contrast  to  some  districts 
where  the  investment  has  topped  $200  for  each  acre 
of  reclaimed  land.  While  the  lands  thus  reclaimed 
are  not  agriculturally  the  most  productive  in  the 
State,  the  prompt  payment  of  drainage  assessments 
and  the  good  financial  record  of  the  district  would 
seem  to  indicate  that  the  reclamation  undertaken 
has  been  on  a  sound  economic  basis.  The  district 
received  State-aid  only  once.  In  1929  some  repairs 
were  made  to  its  levee  in  conjunction  with  State 
construction  work  along  the  Ohio  following  the 
flood  of  that  year. 

The  four  Illinois  cities  along  the  Ohio,  Shawnee- 
town,  Mounds  City,  Brookport,  and  Cairo  at  its  con¬ 
fluence  with  the  Mississippi,  are  not  within  the  scope 
of  this  volume  but  a  brief  statement  of  the  flood 
control  efforts  will  indicate  both  State  and  Federal 
participation  with  these  units  of  government  as 
well  as  with  drainage  districts  in  the  area.  The 
State  of  Illinois  between  1913  and  1925  spent 
$385,000  for  flood  protection  at  three  of  these  places 
— Cairo,  Mounds  City,  and  Shawneetown. 

The  City  of  Shawneetown,  one  of  the  oldest  cities 
in  Illinois,  is  located  in  the  flood  plain  of  the  Ohio 
River  and  has  been  repeatedly  flooded  when  its 
levees  and  other  flood  protection  works  have  been 


fcbl 

w 

2 

w 

m 

i-j 

< 

O 

2 

2 

< 

Q 

2 

< 

H 

CO 

W 

PC 

w 

H 

2 


CO 

PC 

w 

> 

l — I 

PC 

w 

K 

O 

< 

O 


o 

>— I 

o 


co 
< 
PQ 


CO 

E-* 

2 

W 

2 


a> 
w 

i-j 

pq  co 
S  w 

M  CO 
CO 
< 


w 

£  CO 
^  00 

5  to 
O  CM 
JO) 

' <  -* 

CO 

E-< 

o 

l—l 

PC 

E-i 

CO 


2 

o 

t— I 

H 

o 

gw 

2< 

Q5 

°s 

!PQ 


CO 

2 

o 

»— I 

E-* 

o 

w 

►J 

o 

u 


CO 

E-t 

2 

w 

2 

CO 

CO 

w 

CO 

CO 

< 


c 

3 

o 

u 


o 

H- 1 

ci 

H 

m 


SOOJNIC 


00  lO  ic 


<3 

H 

O 

H 

WJWOHQO 

■^hCOOC 

-H 

05  CM 

CO  CO  pH  O 
8  °°~ 

1  836. 

CO 

•  CM  •  • 

-  CM 

05  •  IO  • 

io 

05 

^  co  •  • 

•  CO 

N  •  pH 

o 

*— < 

CM 

»ON  •  • 

•  co 

o  co  05  co 

o 

.  IO  co  •  • 

•  pH  • 

•  CO 

05  o  o  d 

Gfc 

r>-  •  • 

•  »o 

co  IO  ^ 

o 

C5 

O 

•  co  co  •  • 

•  co 

o  O  CM  o 

00 

■  rH 

pH 

CO 

6© 

m 

CO 

(M 

•  oo  ^  • 

PH  00 

PHC0  05N 

05 

d 

■hN»0  • 

•  *—H 

CM  CO 

o  o  o  o 

pH 

s? 

GO 

<M 

CO 

•  pH  CO  ^  * 

CM  h*< 

CO  CO  CM  Ih. 

CM 

05 

i"H 

•  PH  IO  O  • 

•  pH 

CM  CO 

OO  O  CM  o 

8 

GO 

M 

rH 

05 

IO  io  • 

CO  05  CM  00 

co 

05 

O 

•  CO  co  oo  • 

CM  CO 

^  O  CM  O 

co 

r-H 

•  pH 

pH 

io 

GO 

o 

•  O  <M  co  • 

05  05 

IO  IO  ^  05 

o 

05 

CO  CO 

io  o  d  d 

4 

CM  ph  • 

CM  ph 

05 

G§ 

05 

CO 

•  ^  pH  pH 

pH  pH 

CO  CO  05  05 

pH 

05 

•  00  t"  • 

05  o  ph  d 

05 

»— 1 

•  pH  pH 

CM 

05 

GO 

00 

kO  05  1^.  <N  • 

05  CM 

CM  05  00  CM 

o 

05 

rH  pH 

CO  ^ 

S°HH 

00 

GO 

Gfc 

N 

05  • 

00  ^ 

CO  00  05  CO 

05 

05  ^  co  o  co  • 

L-  CO 

pH  ^5  pH  pH 

00 

v-H 

CO  PH  ■ 

pH 

pH 

GO 

G» 

CO 

lOOUJOOlO  • 

pH  Q0 

00  pH  05  CO 

CO 

05 

00  ^  CO  o  co  • 

T—t  • 

co 

pH  CM  pH 

§ 

pH 

GO 

G© 

1C 

CO  00  05  lO  o  • 

00  05 

00  •  IO  HJ4 

05 

05 

CO  Cl  05  o  co  • 

CO  pH 

-  CM  pH 

CM 

r-H 

CM  pH  ■ 

CM  • 

05 

GO 

• 

G0 

ONCOCO 

CO 

05 

'  OO  05  CO  lO  co 

^  CO 

O  00  00  o 

CO 

r-i  CO  OO  rH  GO  CO 

^  CO 

05  ^  t?  05 

05 

CONOcO^HHffi 

NhiOiO 

co 

CO 

CO 

pH 

T)T3  <*>  ® 

ssss-a 


■ 

3 


clJZ  « 

0  ©  cj 

«  s 

„  ..  C3  GO  *»h  G 

ggggi|.-§«|8fga3ja 

O  O  tJ  i-3  ^  ^  ^  Ph  &  P-i  Ph  i-j 


Q 


•Q 
5  jj  b 


§Q 


=  Q 


Q 


m  cl,  ur\ Jr  o  > 

fl  +Z XS 

£  o®  3  geo  « 
.l2  ®"5b  o-g  as  o 

(h  al  3  fl  O  J"  *h  o3  a3 

HhQPCWPC^OoaO 


ph  CM 

=*==%= 

QQ  . 

PP°. 

m  .mQ 
0)  ®  _ 
a)  ®  O. 

t-  I-  ~ 

OO  c 

Sf.S1® 

BQCQCQ 


Jl 

< 

H 

O 

H 


'The  Cairo  Drainage  District  is  included  in  Tables  12,  13  and  14,  (Districts  along  the  Mississippi  River); 
Wabash  Drainage  A  Levee  District  #1  (White  Co.)  was  active  in  the  period  but  data  not  available; 

Big  Slough  Drainage  District  (Lawrence  Co.)  has  been  inactive  since  1922. 

'Collection  Data  not  available;  figures  shown  are  Bond  A  Interest  payments. 
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TABLE  20 

BONDS  ISSUED,  PAID,  AND  OUTSTANDING 
BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  ALONG  THE  WABASH,  OHIO,  AND  CACHE  RIVERS 

1925-1937 


(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


YEAR 

Outstanding  January  1st 

Bonds  Issued  During  Year 

Payments 

Interest 

Paid 

TOTAL 

Un¬ 

matured 

Maturing 

Delin¬ 

quent 

TOTAL 

Refunding 

New 

Issues 

TOTAL 

Current 

Delin¬ 

quent 

Called 

Bonds 

Can¬ 

celled 

1925 

$369 

89% 

11% 

•••% 

$  10 

$.  .  . 

$  10 

$  41 

100% 

...% 

...% 

S 

$  21 

1926 

338 

88 

12 

15 

15 

43 

98 

2 

20 

1927 

310 

87 

13 

5 

5 

43 

100 

•  •  . 

17 

1928 

272 

85 

15 

71 

71 

43 

100 

18 

1929 

299 

86 

14 

8 

8 

44 

100 

16 

1930 

263 

83 

17 

41 

100 

15 

1931 

223 

82 

16 

2 

32 

90 

10 

13 

1932 

191 

81 

15 

4 

22 

78 

22 

11 

1933 

168 

74 

17 

9 

23 

79 

21 

9 

1934 

145 

72 

14 

14 

25 

60 

40 

8 

1935 

120 

68 

17 

15 

18 

73 

27 

6 

1936 

102 

70 

11 

19 

8 

93 

7 

2 

1937 

94 

66 

9 

25 

44 

44 

2 

100 

23 

1 

destroyed  or  tipped  by  the  waters  of  that  river.  After 
the  1937  flood,  the  State  of  Illinois  made  provisions 
for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of  this  city  for  a  State 
park  upon  the  condition  that  residences  and  build¬ 
ings  of  the  city  would  be  dismantled  or  moved  to 
higher  ground  where  they  would  be  above  any  pos¬ 
sible  flood  waters  of  the  Ohio.  A  recent  WPA  proj¬ 
ect  for  the  removal  of  175  frame  buildings  to  higher 
ground,  the  demolition  of  approximately  49  brick 
buildings,  and  120  frame  buildings  has  been  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Build¬ 
ings,  the  Division  of  Waterways  being  made  direct¬ 
ly  responsible  for  this  work.  The  Federal  govern¬ 
ment  has  expended  a  total  of  $780,000  since  1935 
for  this  work  to  which  the  State  has  added  $361,670. 

Mounds  City  levee  was  first  built  in  1860  and  la¬ 
ter  enlarged  in  1885,  1899,  and  1914 ;  at  a  total  cost 
of  $150,000.  After  a  disastrous  flood  in  1914,  the 
State  spent  $60,000  strengthening  the  levee.  On  the 
Ohio  side  of  the  town,  the  Federal  government  con¬ 
structed  a  sea  wall  as  a  part  of  the  general  plan  for 
Ohio  River  levees  by  the  U.  S.  Army  Engineers. 
The  State,  in  1937-1939,  constructed  levees  and 
other  works  to  supplant  this  frontal  flood  defense. 
The  Division  of  Waterways  had  earlier  in  1927  re¬ 
paired  the  town  levees  with  funds  from  the  flood 
relief  act  of  that  year.  Brookport,  in  Massac 
County,  received  State-aid  in  financing  flood  control 
works  proposed  and  constructed  by  the  U.  S.  Army 
Engineers  after  the  1928  Flood  Control  Act. 

Cairo  has  long  been  noted  as  a  city  exposed  an¬ 
nually  to  flood  hazards  from  all  sides.  Situated  at 
the  junction  of  the  Mississippi  and  Ohio  Rivers,  the 


earliest  French  explorers  found  the  site  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  City  of  Cairo  an  ideal  camping  and  trading  post. 
Similarly  the  actual  founding  of  Cairo  in  1818  as 
a  privately  owned  enterprise  was  the  result  of  care¬ 
ful  consideration  of  the  advantages  of  its  geographi¬ 
cal  location.  The  slow  growth  of  Cairo  in  the  period 
of  thirty-six  years  from  1818  to  1854  was  due  to 
financial  reverses  and  lack  of  interest  of  its  citi¬ 
zens  in  a  private  enterprise  in  which  they  had  no 
voice  or  authority.  In  1857  Cairo  was  incorporated 
by  an  act  of  the  Illinois  legislature  as  a  city  with 
rights  of  government  vested  in  the  electorate,  and 
from  then  on  its  growth  was  steady ;  today  it  has  a 
population  of  15,000. 

When  Cairo  was  first  settled,  little  was  known 
concerning  floods.  The  settlers  saw  only  a  strip  of 
low  flat  ground  of  a  sandy  nature,  an  ideal  location 
to  them  commercially  because  of  the  boat  traffic 
which  passed  up  and  down  the  two  rivers.  The 
building  up  of  the  present  modern  system  of  levees 
has  been  a  gradual  process.36  In  1914  and  1915, 
through  appropriations  by  the  City  of  Cairo  and 
the  State  and  Federal  governments,  the  levees  were 
again  enlarged.  The  work  done  by  the  State  at  this 
time  consisted  of  a  concrete  wall,  along  the  Ohio 
River  levee  of  the  city.  In  the  spring  of  1927  a 
record  flood  occurred  which  reached  a  stage  of  56 
feet  and  the  water  was  kept  out  of  the  city  and  the 
drainage  district  only  by  day  and  night  sand  bag 
rip-rapping  and  the  expenditure  of  a  large  sum  of 
money.  In  1927  and  1928  the  State  of  Illinois,  un¬ 
der  its  emergency  flood  relief  act,  repaired  the  dam¬ 
age  done  to  the  city  levee  and  that  of  the  Cairo 
Drainage  District.  Again  in  1936  the  Federal  Gov- 
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eminent  raised  and  enlarged  the  Mississippi  River 
levee  of  the  City  of  Cairo  and  of  the  Cairo  Drainage 
District  and  strengthened  the  Ohio  River  levee.  To¬ 
day  cooperative  efforts  are  made  in  high-water  sea¬ 
sons  by  both  the  City  of  Cairo  and  the  Cairo  Drain¬ 
age  District,  parts  of  the  embankments  of  each 
serving  as  protection  for  the  other. 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  IN  THE  TILE  AREA 

(Champaign,  DeWitt,  Ford,  Iroquois,  Livingston, 
McLean,  Piatt,  and  Vermilion  Counties) 

That  part  of  Illinois  drained  by  sub-surface  tiling 
and  artificial  open  ditches  is  known  as  the  corn  belt. 
The  largest  area  of  Illinois  included  in  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts,  other  than  that  along  the  rivers  already  dis¬ 
cussed,  is  concentrated  in  these  eight  counties  in  the 
corn  belt. 

Tile  drainage  for  accelerating  the  sub-surface  of 
water  had  been  known  in  New  York  State  as  early 
as  1835.37  It  received  little  attention  in  this  State, 
however,  until  the  1860’s.  It  was  developed,  as  has 
been  stated,  with  the  settlement  of  the  prairie 
lands.  Open  ditches,  necessary  in  most  tile  areas, 
were  a  major  construction  problem  in  the  reclama¬ 
tion  of  broad  acres  of  flat  lands.  Pioneer  attempts 
were  made  with  huge  fan-shaped  ploughs  drawn  by 
as  many  as  eighty  head  of  oxen.  From  such  a  co¬ 
operative  effort  in  Douglas  County,  there  developed 
several  mutual  drainage  districts  that  are  still  in 
existence  to-day.38  Later  ditching  machines  of  the 
floating  dredge  type  were  developed  as  was  trench¬ 
ing  equipment  to  aid  in  the  laying  of  tile. 

The  advantages  accruing  from  tile  drainage  are 
well-known  today  although  many  years  of  experi- 

•‘‘The  first  levee  in  Cairo  was  built  in  1828  and  surrounded  a  hotel  near  the  site 
of  %be  present  Halliday  House.  By  1843  a  levee  encircling  some  800  acres  of  land 
had  been  completed  by  the  land  trust.  Being  of  light  construction  and  low  height, 
it  had  little  effect  towards  preventing  overflows  in  the  flood  of  1844.  Later  when 
additional  funds  became  available,  repairs,  additions,  and  extensions  were  made 
but  continuing  damage  was  experienced  in  succeeding  floods.  In  the  1849  flood 
the  west  levee,  along  the  Mississippi,  was  cut  for  a  distance  of  1,625  feet.  During 
the  June  flood  of  1858  it  again  gave  way  and  caused  the  last  flood  that  ever  submerged 
Cairo. 

“In  1862,  through  neglect,  erosion  set  in  on  the  Ohio  levee  , between  Eighth  and 
Fourteenth  Streets,  and  necessitated  expensive  repairs.  In  1875  radical  changes  in 
the  channel  of  the  Mississippi  occurred  and  a  section  of  the  Mississippi  levee,  near 
33rd  Street,  was  undermined  and  abandoned.  An  entirely  new'  section  on  what  is 
now  called  New  Levee  Street  was  constructed  in  1876  to  replace  it.  After  1875  we 
learn  of  little  trouble  with  levees  until  the  flood  of  1912  when  both  the  Mississippi 
and  Ohio  levees  in  the  drainage  district  north  of  Cairo  were  breached  and  Cairo  cut 
off  for  days  from  outside  communication  by  rail  although  the  city  itself  was  not  in¬ 
undated  and  water  traffic  continued.  One  year  later,  in  1913,  when  the  record  flood 
of  54.8  feet  occurred,  heroic  measures  were  required  to  keep  the  water  out  of  the  city, 
but  as  in  every  flood  since  1858  the  people  won.  Not  once  in  65  years  from  1858  to 
1922  has  Cairo  been  under  water.”  Cf. Report  on  Flood  and  Drainage  Problems  in 
City  of  Cairo,  Illinois,  and  Cairo  Drainage  District,  C.  E.  Smith  and  Company.  Con¬ 
sulting  Engineers,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  published  by  the  City  of  Cairo,  1922. 

•’U.  S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture,  Yearbook  1914,  P  246. 

“Interview  with  George  Roller,  Newman,  Illinois.  Also  cf.  Chris  II  Kreiling, 
Development  of  the  Mason  and  Cass  River  Drainage  District,  unpublished  Master’s 
thesis,  University  of  Illinois,  1909. 


mentation  were  necessary  to  establish  these  con¬ 
clusions.  The  effect  of  an  excess  of  moisture  in 
farm  lands  is  readily  apparent;  the  low  wet  parts 
of  fields  are  not  ready  for  plowing  and  planting  as 
early  in  the  spring  as  higher  well-drained  parts. 
Seeds  sprout  more  slowly  in  wet,  cold  ground.  Dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  two  parts  of  the  two  fields 
continue  as  the  growing  season  advances.  The  tem¬ 
perature  difference  between  drained  and  undrained 
soil  varies  as  much  as  6  to  10  degrees.  The  effect  of 
later  planting  and  slower  growth  in  part  of  a  field 
is  of  course  apparent  in  the  harvest.  Crops  matur¬ 
ing  unevenly  are  impaired  in  amount  of  yield  and 
are  rated  at  low  market  values.  In  certain  areas 
with  calcareous  sub-structure,  an  excess  rainfall 
means  that  lands  may  “go  sour”  and  rotting  of  crop 
roots  results.  In  dry,  moderate  rainfall  years  crops 
grown  in  such  soil  are  luxuriant,  but  wet  years  in¬ 
variably  bring  forth  thin  and  sickly  growth. 
Through  tiling  of  low  places  where  water  stands 
during  the  wet  season,  a  uniformity  of  soil  condi¬ 
tions  may  be  achieved. 

Tiling  of  lands  is  fairly  expensive  in  its  initial 
cost.  As  much  as  $25  an  acre  may  be  expended  de¬ 
pending  on  the  complexity  of  tile  pattern,  size  of 
tiles,  and  other  construction  factors.  Many  private 
tile  companies  furnish  both  material  and  labor  on 
a  contract  basis  and  spread  payments  over  a  five- 
year  period.  This  installment  payment  method  is 
similar  to  that  of  drainage  districts  that  also  have 
been  created  in  many  instances  to  provide  financing 
for  tiling  of  lands.  Once  tiles  are  laid,  however, 
maintenance  is  relatively  inexpensive. 

While  tiling  is  generally  an  individual  farm  prob¬ 
lem,  the  resultant  discharge  of  water  from  tile 

TABLE  21 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  LEVIED  AND 
BONDS  ISSUED  BY  142  MAJOR  DISTRICTS 

IN  EIGHT  COUNTIES  IN  TILE  DRAINAGE  AREA 

1879-1937 

(In  thousands  oi  dollars) 


County 

1879-1937 

1915-1937 

Assessments 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued1 

Assessments 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Champaign.  . 

$  2,493 

$  40 

$  956 

*  40 

DeWitt . 

302 

20 

209 

20 

Ford . 

940 

28 

519 

28 

Iroquois 

2,244 

6 

1,375 

6 

Livingston. 

193 

60 

193 

60 

McLean . 

865 

134 

735 

134 

Piatt . 

1,091 

27 

666 

27 

Vermilion  . . . 

1,362 

106 

966 

106 

TOTAL.. 

*9,490 

*421 

*5,619 

*421 

‘Bonds  issued  data  not  available  for  early  years. 
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EIGHT  COUNTIES  IN  TILE  AREA 


drains  created  problems  of  cooperation  between 
landowners  arising  from  the  flow  of  water  upon 
and  across  the  lands  of  another.  Open  ditches  car¬ 
rying  the  water  to  the  nearest  natural  stream,  chan¬ 
nel  straightening,  deepening,  and  construction  has 
required  a  community  of  effort.  Thus  drainage  dis¬ 
trict  organization  has  served  the  useful  purpose  of 
exercising  eminent  domain  in  tile  areas.  For  the 
most  part  activities  of  drainage  districts  in  the  tile 
area  have  been  limited  to  ditching  and  stream  clear¬ 
ance,  tiling  having  been  accomplished  in  a  large 
measure  by  individual  efforts. 

The  area  comprising  today  the  counties  of  Cham¬ 
paign,  DeWitt,  Ford,  Iroquois,  Livingston,  McLean, 
Piatt,  and  Vermilion  has  practically  all  at  one  time 
or  another  been  included  in  the  boundaries  of  drain¬ 
age  districts.  Since  1879  more  than  400  districts 
have  been  organized  in  these  counties.  Although 
about  one-third  of  that  number,  142,  have  been 
active  since  1925.39  These  districts  were  organ¬ 
ized  almost  entirely  under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act 
of  1885,  and  for  the  most  part  are  small  districts 
whose  total  investment  is  less  than  $20,000.  Town¬ 
ship  and  union  drainage  districts  a'ccount  for  300 
of  the  total.  Having  accomplished  their  initial  pur¬ 
pose  of  constructing  open  ditches  or  financing  tiling 

"Since  1879  nearly  400  drainage  districts  have  been  organized  as  follows:  Cham¬ 
paign,  69:  DeWitt,  17;  Ford,  27;  Iroquios,  77;  Livingston,  39;  McLean,  37;  Piatt,  58; 
and  Vermilion,  61.  Doubtlessly  there  have  been  many  others  where  records  have 
long  since  ceased  to  exist.  The  Champaign  County  figure  especially  seems  to  be 
an  understatement. 
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operations,  many  of  these  districts  have  for  all  prac¬ 
tical  purposes  been  abandoned,  although  they  have 
never  formally  been  dissolved  as  provided  by  law. 

Typical  of  drainage  districts  in  the  tile  area  is 
the  Lake  Fork  Drainage  District  comprising  lands 
in  Champaign,  Piatt,  and  Douglas  Counties  and  hav¬ 
ing  an  area  of  more  than  40,000  acres.  This  dis¬ 
trict  was  organized  in  1886  and  has  constructed 
extensive  ditches  and  laid  a  variety  of  tile  laterals 
in  terrain  that  is  fairly  well  drained  by  natural  but 
sluggish  streams.  The  total  costs  have  aggregated 
$553,000  or  only  about  $14  an  acre  over  the  entire 
fifty-five  year  period  of  its  existence.  The  district 
has  never  issued  bonds.  Here  again  the  financial 
obligations  of  landowners  to  the  drainage  district 
are  by  no  means  indicative  of  the  burden  of  drain¬ 
age  costs  since  many  hundreds  of  acres  are  drained 
by  private  tiling  systems  Connecting  with  the  lat¬ 
erals  and  ditches  of  the  drainage  district. 

The  Lake  Fork  District  has  gone  to  the  extreme 
in  the  benefit  theory  of  assessing  costs  by  creating 
thirty-three  sub-districts  to  pay  for  specific  tile  lat¬ 
erals,  ditches,  and  channel  straightening  and  deep¬ 
ening.  The  accompanying  maps  and  tables  indicate 
the  extent  of  this  spreading  of  costs  to  benefited 
lands.  In  addition  all  lands  pay  small  assessments 
each  year  to  the  main  district.  The  total  collections 
of  the  main  and  sub-districts  (not  all  of  which  are 
active)  have  not  exceeded  $10,000  in  any  year  since 
1928.  The  average  cost  per  acre  of  all  charges  by 
the  drainage  district  and  its  subdistricts  has  been 
about  30  cents  a  year  and  sometimes  has  been  con¬ 
siderably  lower. 

In  the  aggregate,  the  financial  operation  of  the 
142  drainage  districts  in  the  eight  counties  compris¬ 
ing  the  tile  area  accounts  for  $3.4  millions  or  about 
one-fifth  of  the  total  construction  assessments  levied 
in  the  entire  state  in  the  period  1925-1937.40  As 
stated  earlier  the  state-wide  data  for  the  period 
1925-1937  include  activities  of  468  districts,  one- 
third  of  which,  in  the  tile  area,  account  for  less  than 
that  ratio  of  the  total  construction  assessments  lev¬ 
ied  principally  because  of  the  relatively  lower  cost 
of  tile  drainage.  These  lower  costs  are  also  reflected 
in  the  ratio  of  bonds  issued  to  construction  assess¬ 
ments  levied.  The  total  bonds  issued  by  drainage 
districts  in  the  tile  area  amount  to  only  9  per  cent 
of  the  construction  assessments  levied,  a  sharp  con¬ 
trast  to  a  ratio  of  75  per  cent  for  districts  along  the 


“From  1879-1937,  this  figure  for  the  tile  area  is  $9.4  millions  as  indicated  in  Table 
21.  This  is  considerably  an  understatement  since  data  for  only  1,164  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  out  of  a  total  of  1,548  were  available  and  by  far  the  greatest  percentage  of  the 
missing  districts  were  in  the  tile  area. 
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MAP  9 -A 

LAKE  FORK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 
AND  SUB- DISTRICTS1 

PIATT,  CHAMPAIGN  AND  DOUGLAS  COUNTIES 
I  LLIN  O  I  S 

1939 


‘Boundaries  of  sub-districts  6,  8,  11,  12,  13,  14,  17,  20,  22,  23,  24,  25,  26,  28,  29,  and 
30  not  available. 

Mississippi  and  a  state-wide  ratio  of  43  per  cent. 

Similarily  the  relative  burden  of  tile  drainage 
districts  costs  to  land  owners  is  less  as  shown  in 
Table  8  which  indicates  that  in  recent  years  such  as¬ 
sessment  amount  to  only  about  5  per  cent  of  the 
property  taxes  extended  against  these  lands.  The 
financial  condition  of  drainage  districts  in  the  tile 
area  is  on  the  whole  much  more  satisfactory  than 
that  of  the  rest  of  the  state.  With  few  outstanding 
bonds  these  districts  have  been  better  able  to  levy 
assessments  from  year  to  year  and  to  take  into  ac¬ 
count  changing  economic  conditions.  Collections 
for  the  142  districts  have  totalled  a  little  over  $3 
millions  in  the  12-year  period  and  have  varied  con¬ 
siderably,  the  high  point  being  1930  when  $559,000 


MAP  9-B 

OPEN  DITCHES  AND  SUB-SURFACE  TILES 

SUB-DISTRICT  NO.  31 
LAKE  FORK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 
1937 


in  construction  assessments,  interest,  and  annual 
benefits  were  levied. 

None  of  the  districts  in  the  tile  area  have  refi¬ 
nanced  outstanding  indebtedness  or  received  aid 
through  Federal  loans.  Since  the  largest  share  of 
tile  drainage  costs  are  customarily  incurred  pri¬ 
vately  the  financial  distress  of  land  owners  in  the 
region  would  be  reflected  more  in  private  mortgage 
financing  and  in  various  Federal  farm  loans  than 
in  drainage  district  operations.  It  is  also  again 
noted  that  the  operation  of  these  districts  is  by  no 
means  indicative  of  the  actual  volume  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  sub-surface  drainage  in  Illinois.  Literally 
thousands  of  acres  of  land  are  provided  with  the 
drainage  and  are  maintained  annually  entirely 
through  individual  efforts. 
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TABLE  22 

COLLECTIONS  OF  CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  AND  INTEREST  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFIT 
ASSESSMENTS  BY  142  MAJOR  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS  IN  EIGHT  COUNTIES  IN  TILE 

DRAINAGE  AREA 
1925-1936 


(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


County 

No.  of 
Dists. 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

Total 

Champaign . 

38 

$  63.8 

$131.2 

$  19  3 

$28.4 

$108.0 

$218.2 

$  58.1 

$  10  8 

$  13  6 

$  6  9 

$  55  4 

$  18.9 

$  732.6 

De  Witt . 

3 

12.5 

1.5 

76  4 

4.9 

5.8 

4  1 

4.9 

1.9 

.01 

112.1 

Ford . 

9 

19.5 

22.0 

22.2 

44  3 

32  9 

15  4 

4.3 

1.9 

6.5 

5.6 

13  7 

188.3 

Iroquois . 

41 

37  6 

81.7 

46  5 

32  1 

148  4 

112  8 

93  3 

66  7 

60  2 

6  22 

48.3 

33  1 

882.9 

Livingston . 

5 

60.0 

9  6 

17  3 

44  8 

39.9 

32  3 

15.3 

8.5 

6.4 

8.7 

3.0 

2.8 

248.6 

McLean . 

13 

29  3 

32  7 

23  9 

69.7 

30  6 

31.0 

42  3 

14  5 

8.9 

11.8 

13.3 

12.2 

320.2 

Piatt . 

15 

11.3 

23  1 

12.7 

19.1 

18.0 

9.9 

12.9 

9.6 

8.7 

8.8 

69  0 

65  7 

268.8 

Vermilion . 

18 

53.0 

20.6 

77.9 

23.9 

50.8 

45.9 

19.6 

41.4 

14.6 

15.3 

14.5 

8.1 

385.6 

TOTAL. . . . 

142 

$255  0 

$318  4 

$219  6 

$252.7 

$441  5 

$559  4 

$261.8 

$161.6 

$118.4 

$125.1 

$211.0 

$154  6 

$  3,079.1 

FEDERAL  AND  STATE-AID  TO  DRAINAGE 
DISTRICTS 

Federal-aid  to  drainage  districts  in  the  period 
1925-1937  has  totalled  nearly  $8  millions  or  slightly 
under  one-half  the  amount  these  districts  have 
themselves  levied  in  construction  assessments.  Of 
the  sum,  about  $3  millions  has  been  for  loans  and 
the  balance  represents  outright  grants  and  expen¬ 
ditures  that  are  not  reimbursable.  The  total  of  $8 
millions  is  made  up  of  these  loans  by  the  Recon¬ 
struction  Finance  Corporation,  $2  millions  direct 
expenditures  by  the  War  Department,  and  the  bal¬ 
ance  is  expenditure  by  various  Federal  work  pro¬ 
grams.  State-aid  in  the  same  period  has  amounted 
to  $2.5  millions  all  of  which  has  been  in  outright 
grants. 

Federal-aid  to  drainage  districts  has  been  ex¬ 
tended  in  Illinois  for  a  good  many  years  prior  to 
1925  incidental  to  the  work  of  the  Mississippi  River 
Commission.  Wherever  the  maintenance  of  the 
Mississippi  as  a  navigable  stream  has  raised  water 
levels  to  the  detriment  of  drainage  district  levees 
or  pumping  plants,  the  Federal  government  has 
given  substantial  sums  to  the  reconstruction  or 
heightening  of  these  levees.  The  Sny  Island  Levee 
Drainage  District  from  1889  to  1939  has  received 
$790,000  for  such  grants.  The  total  expenditure 
for  some  twenty-nine  districts  along  this  river  since 
1889  has  been  approximately  $3  millions,  two-thirds 
of  which  has  been  since  1925. 

In  1928  the  Federal  government  began  a  much 
more  extensive  program  of  supervision  of  navigable 
streams  under  the  terms  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  that  year.  This  statute  authorized  the  U.  S. 
Army  Engineers  (of  the  War  Department)  to  en¬ 


gage  in  flood  protection  works  in  cooperation  with 
state  and  local  governments.  The  Federal  govern¬ 
ment  was  authorized  to  pay  two-thirds  of  the  cost 
of  reclamation  on  flood  control  projects  and  the  local 
interests  were  required  to  pay  one-third  which  was 
to  include  costs,  if  any,  of  acquiring  lands  and  rights 
of  way.  In  Illinois  a  number  of  drainage  districts 
became  immediately  eligible  by  reason  of  their  lo¬ 
cation  for  such  grants.  The  State  of  Illinois  through 
its  Division  of  Waterways  undertook  to  furnish  the 
required  one-third  of  the  costs  by  making  outright 
grants  for  this  purpose.  The  Flood  Control  Act  was 
subsequently  amended  in  1936  and  contributions 
from  local  governments  were  no  longer  required. 
The  chief  sphere  of  interest  of  the  U.  S.  Army  En¬ 
gineers  in  Illinois  is  the  Mississippi  river  and  the 
Illinois  from  its  mouth  to  Peoria.41 

The  major  part  of  Federal  expenditures  along 
the  Mississippi  since  1925  arise  from  problems  'con¬ 
nected  with  the  War  Department  dams  and  the  new 
nine-foot  channel.  In  addition  to  aiding  drainage 
districts  in  increasing  the  heights  of  their  levees 
the  Federal  government  now  provide  financial 
payments  to  cover  the  increased  costs  of  operating 
pumping  plants.  Settling  pools  for  backwater  in 
flood  times  and  to  decrease  the  flow  of  the  river, 
have  been  provided  all  along  the  Mississippi  on  both 
sides,42  the  Federal  government  having  purchased 
outright  such  areas.  Where  levees  border  the  river, 
and  the  lands  in  which  rights  have  been  acquired 
extend  to  the  levees,  these  rights  are  so  limited  as 
to  enable  drainage  and  levee  districts  to  maintain 
their  levees  and,  in  general,  pool  water  will  not  be 
placed  against  the  levees.  Condemnation  has  been 
initiated  to  acquire  all  lands  in  the  Carroll  County 
Drainage  District  No.  1  and  in  the  Keithsburg 
Drainage  District. 


36 


Survey  of  Local  Finance 


TABLE  23 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFIT  ASSESSMENT  LEVIED  BY 
LAKE  FORK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  AND  SUB-DISTRICTS,  1886-1938 


Year 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1889 

1890 

1891 

1892 
1393 
1894 
1395 

1896 

1897 

1398 

1399 

1900 

1901 

1902 

1903 

1904 

1905 

1906 

1907 

1908 

1909 

1910 

1911 

1912 

1913 

1914 

1915 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 
Total 

Main 

District 

Sub-district 
.  No.  2 

Sub-district 
No.  2 

Sub-district 

No.  3 

Sub-district 

No,4 

Sub-district 

No.  5 

Sub-district 
No.  7 

Sub-district 

No.  10 

Sub-dl3trlct 

No.  15 

Con- 

struc- 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con- 

struc- 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

*25,083 

14 , 524 

8,000 

4,000 

530 

200 

2,500 

37,500 

65,124 

28,705 

is- 

- 

$  7,000 

1,500 

4,000 

10,000 

3,000 

5,000 

4,000 

6,000 

6,000 

7,000 

6,000 

6,000 

6,000 

$  1 , 500- 
3,000- 
755 
600 

1,200 

530 

200 

500 

500 

500 

t 

a 

$  1,200 

350 

300 

300 

$  200 
643 

$  1,200 

$  1,500 
1 , 130l 
1,057 
1,500 

500 

250 

10,000 

E- 

$  1,800 

550 

600 

500 

4  00 

300 

500 

$  1,500 
1,433 
513 

350 

2,619 

s- 

$  400 

400 

525 

650 

800 

100 

$3,9501 

387 

l,700i 

200 

400 

350 

350 

200 

1,500 

1,100 

12,314 

— 

• 

$2,000 

1,531 

300 

400 

1,440 

350 

500 

500 

$  800i 

1,200h 

300 

200 

$  500 

450 

1,400 

500 

150 

300 

100 

600 

300 

$  2,000 
14,0001 
l,614i 
1,300 

3,000 

2,000 

500 

350 

1,000 

10,000 

4,000 

7,000 

5,251 

4,563 

4,000 

i 

$  1,800 

1,500 

800 

550 

700 

1,100 

$?0,000i 

10,667 

1.500 

2.500 
1,800 

600 

200 

300 

600 

56,269 

* 

$  500 

1,000 
1,500 

3,000 

100 

600 

2,000 

5,942 

4,000 

1,100 

1,500 

1.700 

*186.166 

$71,500 

$  9,285 

$  2,150 

1  843 

$  1,200 

$15,937 

$4,650 

$  6,415 

$  2,875 

$22,451 

*  7,031 

$2,500 

$  4,300 

$60,573 

$  6,540 

$104,436 

$22,942 

Year 

1886 

1037 

1888 

1889 

1890 

1891 

1892 

1893 

1894 

1895 

1896 

1897 

1898 

1899 

1900 

1901 

1902 

1903 

1904 

1905 

1906 

1907 

1908 

1909 

1910 

1911 

1912 

1913 

1914 

1915 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 
Total 

Sub-dl 

No. 

strict 

16 

Sub-district 
No.  18 

Sub-district 
No,  19 

Sub-district 

No.  21 

Sub-district 

No,  27 

Sub-district 

No.  31 

Sub-district 

No.  32 

Sub-district 

No.  33 

Total 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Ann  vial 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

Con¬ 

struc¬ 

tion 

Annual 

Bene¬ 

fits 

$  400* 

- 

200- 

30 

500 

225 

400 

1,284 

- 

■t 

$  60 

95 

100 

$  400 

854 

150 

s- 

:: 

y 

$  275 

50 

75 

$  4 ,700' 
1,502 

1,000 

11,581 

3,000 

1.500 
1,000 

400 

30,242 

6.500 

r 

$  500 

500 
500 
1,200 
1,000 

1,000 

500 

500 

4  00 

2,200 

500 

500 

4  50 
1,000 

1,250 

600 

600 

$  4,800 
2,472 
1,557 

11,937 

2,000 

2,200 

300 

400 

500 

500 

1,000 

4,000 

6,000 

- 

s- 

$  1,332 

2,000 

800 

500 

800 

700 

$  5,200“ 
6,519 

4,000 

6,000 

7,613 

s 

$  1,000 

700 

1,500 

1,500 

1.500 

1.500 

500 

300 

500 

500 

$10,000 

8,000 

7,255 

540 

700 

1,000 

800 

11,000 

7,149 

5,000 

E- 

>■ 

$  600 
1,500 

1.500 

3.500 

1,000 

1,800 

700 

900 

1,000 

1.500 

$  500 

$  60 

$  5,739 

$  450 

300 

125 

325 

$33,383 

30,456 

49,295 

15,754 

15,255 

21,667 

3,500 

10,409 

7,000 

150 

7,360 

1,000 

400 

2,150 

2.300 

4.300 
1,000 

39,225 

8,000 

11,000 

5,900 

76,124 

27,501 

21,251 

58,947 

5,000 

56,269 

11,063 

16,314 

1,284 

2,619 

$  500 

500 
1,900 
2,800 
7,710 

7,910 

9,000 

8,201 

4,000 

5,707 

14,000 

3,350 

2,200 

5,000 

7.200 
11,642 

10,050 

1,125 

20,600 

2,540 

9,325 

5,475 

7,650 

3,800 

7,750 

1,500 

8.200 
3,100 
2.000 

4  3,039 

$  255 

$  1,404 

"1  400 

»61,42sl 

$13,200 

<37,7*75 

$  6,132 

$29,332 

$  9,500 

$51,444 

$14,000 

$  500 

$  60 

$  5,739 

$  1,200 

$553,876 

$174,735 

*For  original  construction  work, 
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The  Federal  work  programs  that  have  extended 
aid  (in  the  form  of  grants  not  to  be  reimbursed) 
include  the  Works  Projects  Administration  and  the 
Civilian  Conservation  Corps.  WPA  allotments 
amount  to  almost  $10  millions  although  actual  ex¬ 
penditures  are  considerably  under  that  sum.43  In 
the  period  1935-1939  a  total  of  194  projects  spon¬ 


sored  by  113  different  drainage  districts  located  in 
53  counties  have  been  operating.  Fifty-six  of  these 
are  completed,  19  were  still  operating  in  1939  and  119 
had  been  discontinued  or  rescinded.  The  character 
of  the  work  undertaken  has  been  mainly  rehabili¬ 
tation  with  some  projects  working  on  original  con¬ 
struction  in  deepening  and  moving  channels. 


4,The  jurisdiction  of  the  Mississippi  River  as  it  borders  Illinois  is  in  the  hands  of 
the  War  Department  offices — one  at  St.  Louis  for  the  lower  Mississippi  and  at  Rock 
Island  for  the  upper  Mississippi. 

Net  expenditures  from  1889-1939  by  the  Federal  government  in  raising  levees 
and  constructing  new  levees  along  the  Mississippi  River  in  Illinois  between  the  Plum 
River  and  Illinois  River  (Upper  Mississippi  Division)  are  as  follows: 


Location 


Period  Amount 


(July  1st— June  30th) 


Drury  Drainage  District .  1917-1922  $  95,000 

Drury  Drainage  District .  1922-1935  . 

Drury  Drainage  District .  1935-1939  2,727 

8ub-district  No.  1  of  Drainage  Union  No.  1. .  1921-1925  32,509 

Sub-district  No.  1  of  Drainage  Union  No.  1 .  1925-1939  . 

Bay  Island  D.  A  L.  District  No.  1 .  1921-1935  304,360 

Bay  Island  D.  A  L.  District  No.  1 . .  1935-1939  . 

Keithsburg  District  (Private) .  1930-1931  2,280 

Keithsburg  District  (Private) .  1931-1939  . 

Henderson  Co.  Drainage  District  No.  1 .  1929-1931  106,000 

Henderson  Co.  Drainage  District  No.  1 .  1931-1939  . 

Henderson  Co.  Drainage  District  No.  3 .  1925-1927  40,000 

Henderson  Co.  Drainage  District  No.  3 .  1927-1939  . . 

Henderson  Co.  Drainage  District  No.  2 .  1930-1932  38,000 

Henderson  Co.  Drainage  District  No.  2 .  1932-1935  . 

Henderson  Co.  Drainage  District  No.  2 .  1935-1939  2,355 

Hunt  Drainage  District .  1895-1924  175,092 

Hunt  Drainage  District .  1924-1935  . 

Hunt  Drainage  District .  1935-1939  11,108 

Lima  Lake  Drainage  Distriot .  1895-1932  95,127 

Lima  Lake  Drainage  District .  1932-1939  . 

Indian  Grave  D.  D .  1895-1935  196,070 

Indian  Grave  D.  D .  1935-1939  2,800 

S.  Quincy  D.  A  L.  District . 1930-1932  9,482 

S.  Quincy  D.  A  L.  District .  1932-1935  . 

9.  Quincy  D.  A  L.  District .  1935-1939  56,004 

Sny  Island  Levee  D.  D .  1889-1926  735,705 

Sny  Island  Levee  D.  D .  1926-1935  . 

Sny  Island  Levee  D.  D .  1935-1939  53,628 


$  1,958,247 


Expenditures  by  the  lower  Mississippi  division  for  Illinois  drainage  districts 
since  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1928  to  November  1939  are  as  follows: 


Federal 

Funds 

State 

Funds 

Total 

$  34,586 

$  17,293 

t  51,880 

301,031 

301,031 

27,146 

27,146 

199,042 

199,042 

29,652 

29,652 

521 

521 

781 

781 

15,480 

15,480 

51,994 

25,997 

77,991 

171,634 

65,160 

236,794 

963 

357 

1,321 

3,093 

3,093 

28,686 

28,686 

15,627 

15,627 

$  880,243 

1  108,808 

t  989,051 

District 


Wood  River  D.  D . 


teau  Island  D.  D.  East  Side  Levee. 

Prairie  Du  Pont . 

Columbia . 

Harrisonville  A  Ivy  Landing . 

Ft.  Chartres . 

Stringtown . 

Degogonia  and  Fountain  Bluff . 

Grand  Tower  Preston . 

Clear  Creek . 

E.  Cape  Girardeau . 

Miller  Pond . 

North  Alexander . 

Kaskaskia  Island . 


Total. 


‘•On  the  Iowa  and  Missouri  side  of  the  Mississippi  are  15  drainage  and  levee  dis¬ 
tricts  organized  under  laws  of  the  states,  four  of  which  have  received  Federal  aid  in 
building  levees. 


A  number  of  drainage  and  levee  districts  along 
the  Illinois  River  have  improved  their  levees  and 
ditches  with  the  aid  of  help  extended  to  them 
through  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  government.44  Most  notable  of  these  projects 
is  one  in  Spring  Lake  Drainage  and  Levee  District 
in  Tazewell  County.  Through  cooperation  between 
the  District  and  the  Federal  government,  a  CCC 
camp  was  established  to  raise  the  level  of  this  State- 
owned  lake  lying  wholly  within  the  Spring  Lake 
Drainage  and  Levee  District.  By  raising  the  level 
of  the  water,  an  objectionable  marine  growth  in 
the  shallow  lake  was  eliminated  and  the  fishing  and 
recreational  features  of  the  lake  greatly  improved. 
The  Public  Works  Administration  of  the  Federal 
government  has  made  only  one  allotment  to  an  Il¬ 
linois  Drainage  District,  $21,000,  the  Hartwell 
Drainage  and  Levee  District,  Greene  County.  The 
work  involved  the  rebuilding  of  a  pumping  station, 
repairing  existing  equipment,  re-excavating  the 
main  ditch  and  clearing  the  existing  interior  ditch 
system. 

State-aid  to  drainage  districts  has  been  by 
outright  grants,  independent  construction  work,  and 
by  supplementing  Federal  funds  under  the  Flood 


°A  summary  of  these  project  approvals,  by  WPA  Districts  follows: 


WPA 

District 

Number  of 
Projects 

Federal  Funds 

Sponsor’s  Funds 

I 

17 

$  341,997 

*  94,080 

2 

28 

2,745,965 

154,522 

3 

2 

499,071 

4,937 

4 

104 

1,431,506 

401,898 

5 

43 

4,731,430 

206,747 

Totals 

194 

$  9,749,969 

$  862,184 

“CCC  expenditures  are  not  available  in  money  but  in  man-days  and  units  of 
construction.  A  tabulation  of  work  done  in  Illinois  by  various  camps  in  the  period 
1935-1939  follows: 


Camp 

Clearing 

and 

Cleaning 
Channels 
(Sq.  Yds.) 

Excavation 

and 

Embankment 

(Cu.  Yds.) 

Tile  Lines 

(Lineal  feet) 

Man-days 
for 
other 
misc.  work 
(Man-days) 

D-l 

T  uscola . 

4,815,156 

822,300 

25,962 

45,054 

D-2 

Gilman . 

8,245,029 

2,837,084 

68,304 

15,793 

D-3 

Eldred  . 

5,316,677 

695,537 

421 

9,372 

D-l 

New  Canton . 

11,849,782 

971,757 

3,047 

40,464 

D-5 

Havana 

15,622,914 

3,178,835 

33,988 

16,239 

D-6 

Annawau .  . 

6,609,150 

1,446,811 

47,351 

24,717 

Total . 

52,458,708 

9,952,924 

179,073 

151,639 
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MAP  10 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

VERMILION  COUNTY 

1939 


Control  Act.45  In  addition  to  services  and  aid  rend¬ 
ered  drainage  districts  along  the  Illinois  Waterway 
and  investigation  and  recommendations  on  district 
problems,  the  State  has  directly  aided  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  on  a  number  of  different  occasions.  After  the 


ttThe  Division  of  Waterways,  an  agency  of  the  State  is  assigned  direct  supervision 
of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal;  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  former  Illinois  and 
Michigan  Canal  commissioners  being  vested  in  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
and  Buildings.  The  primary  duty  in  connection  with  this  canal  at  this  time  is  the 
control  of  the  State-owned  lands  granted  by  the  Federal  government  to  assist  in  the 
construction  of  the  canal. 

The  Division  is  not  now  responsible  for  maintenance  of  navigation  in  the  Illinois 
River  except  for  State-owned  highway  bridges.  All  other  maintenance  and  new 
construction  is  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  United  States  Engineers. 

Plans  for  work  of  drainage  districts  are  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  Division 
of  Waterways  whenever  the  proposed  work  will  increase  the  flow  of  water  to  be  dis¬ 
charged  into  any  stream  of  the  State  or  which  will  involve  any  change  in  the  natural 
course  of  any  stream.  (Division  of  Waterways,  Twenty-first  Annual  Report ,  1937- 
1938,  p.  25). 


MAP  II 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

IROQUOIS  COUNTY 

1939 


flood  of  1926  the  State  appropriated  $1.5  millions 
for  levee  reconstruction  along  the  Illinois  and  the 
Mississippi.  Again  in  1937,  $350,000  was  expended 
for  levees  at  Beardstown  for  both  the  City  of 
Beardstown  and  the  South  Beardstown  Drainage 
and  Levee  district.  The  floods  of  1935  brought  an¬ 
other  State  appropriation  of  $500,000  considerable 
of  which  was  expended  for  flood  relief  and  levee  re¬ 
pair  in  the  Pekin  and  La  Marsh,  Miller  Pond,  Van- 
dalia,  Cairo,  South  Beardstown,  Lost  Creek,  Hager 
Slough,  and  Hartwell  drainage  districts. 

The  future  for  many  Illinois  drainage  districts 
would  appear  to  be  one  which  requires  closer  co¬ 
operation  with  State  and  Federal  governments. 
More  and  more  the  problems  of  flood  control  are 
being  directly  dealt  with  by  various  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  principally  in  connection  with  the  nine-foot 
Channel  in  the  Mississippi  and  the  necessity  for 
maintaining  uniform  water  levels  all  along  that 
stream.  The  problems  of  flood  protection  espe¬ 
cially  seem  to  require  expenditures  in  amounts  that 
cannot  be  raised  entirely  from  local  sources.  In 
these  and  other  areas  the  continued  operation  of 
drainage  districts  will  depend  more  and  more  upon 
their  ability  to  liquidate  outstanding  indebtedness 
and  to  operate  on  a  economic  basis  in  the  light  of 
considerably  changed  land  values  and  farm  incomes. 


CHAPTER  TWO 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  ORGANIZATION 


A  large  part  of  the  present  body  of  drainage 
law  in  Illinois  and  the  present  drainage  district 
organization  developed  over  a  long  period  of  time 
through  successive  efforts  to  effect  land  drainage 
or  flood  protection  and  to  form  organizations  for 
such  purposes.  The  first  of  these  was  before  Il¬ 
linois  became  a  state  in  1818  but  it  was  not  until 
1879  that  the  two  satisfactory  drainage  district 
laws  were  enacted.  Today  drainage  district  organi¬ 
zation  still  continues  under  two  laws  of  that  year 
although  they  have  been  amended  and  modified 
many  times. 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  for  land 
drainage,  the  early  settlers  had  no  legal  course  of 
action  to  effect  drainage  except  their  rights  at  com¬ 
mon  law.  These  rights  of  individual  land-owners 
interpreted  and  enforced  by  the  courts  were  not 
adequate  to  meet  the  drainage  needs  of  a  great 
many  lands  which  required  cooperative  effort  or 
drainage  in  artificial  channels.  Thus  attempts  were 
made  very  early  to  drain  lands  through  collective 
action.  In  order  to  understand  the  collective  and 
cooperative  attempts  at  drainage,  it  is  necessary  to 
follow  three  parallel  developments  from  early  times 
to  1879:  private  chartered  drainage  and  navigation 
companies,  procedure  under  the  Swamp  Law  Act  of 
1850,  and  the  activities  of  existing  governmental 
units  to  provide  land  drainage  and  flood  protection.1 


■Below  is  a  chronological  listing  of  all  drainage  legislation  in  Illinois  prior  to  the 
Constitution  of  1870: 


Year 

Subject 

Reference 

1818 

City  and  Bank  of  Cairo,  charter 

Territorial  Laws,  1818 

1819 

American  Bottoms  Lottery 

Laws,  1819,  p.  57 

1826 

Cahokia,  settlement  of,  levee 

Laws,  1828,  p.  17 

1837 

Calvin’s  Slough  (Greene  County) 

Laws,  1837,  p.  127 

1839 

American  Bottom,  Northern  Division  of 

Laws,  1839-40,  p.  67 

1840 

Prairie  du  Rocher,  drainage  of  Commons 

Laws,  1840-41,  p.  214 

Rock  River  Navigation  Co.,  charter 

Laws,  1840-41,  p.  141 

Kaskaskia  Navigation  Company,  charter 

Laws,  1840-41,  p.  215 

1844 

Mississippi  Bottoms,  flood  relief  by  tax 

abatement 

Laws,  1844-45,  p.  324,353 

1849 

Lawrence  County  Swamp  Lands 

Laws,  1849,  p.  134 

Russellville  Levee  on  Embarrass  River 

Laws,  1849,  p.  134 

1851 

American  Bottoms  Drainage  Co.,  charter 

Private  Laws,  1851,  p.  183 

1852 

Cook  County  Drainage  Commissioners 

Laws,  1852  (2nd  Sess.)  p.  240 

1853 

American  Bottoms  Board  of  Improve- 

ment  charter 

Mason  County,  tax  levy  for  drainage  pur- 

Private  Laws,  1853,  p.  614 

poses 

Laws,  1853,  p.  247 

1855 

Iroquois  County  Swamp  Lands 

Cook  and  Lake  County  Drainage  Com- 

Laws,  1855,  p.  624 

pany 

Laws,  1855,  p.  635 

Winnebago  Swamp  Prainage  Co.,  charter 

Laws,  1855,  p.  592 

1867 

Bureau  County  Swamp  Lands 

Private  Laws,  1857,  p.  1206 

Iroquois  County  Swamp  Lands 

Private  Laws,  1857,  p.  925 

DRAINAGE  AT  COMMON  LAW 

Common  law,  receiving  its  sanction  from  custom 
and  acceptance  by  the  courts  when  no  statutory 
rulings  existed,  set  forth  the  only  rules  governing 
drainage  at  first,  and  its  fundamental  principles 
underlie  our  present  statutory  law.  Two  bodies  of 
non-statutory  law  determined  early  drainage  rights 
in  this  country,  one  adopted  by  some  states,  and  the 
other  by  the  remaining  states.  Some  authorities 
call  “the  common  enemy  rule”  the  common  law 
rule,  and  apply  the  term  “civil  law”  to  the  domi¬ 
nant  heritage  rule,  which  is  the  one  adopted  by  the 
Illinois  courts.2  However,  by  common  law,  as  re- 
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1857  Samuel  Leonard,  contract  for  levee  along 
Mississippi 

Peoria  Co.  Drainage  Company,  oharter 
Lee  County  Swamp  Lands 
1859  American  Bottom  Levee  Company 

St.  Clair  and  Monroe  Levee  Drainage 
Company,  charter 

1861  Tazewell  County  (Malone  Twp.)  tax  levy 
for  drainage 

Cook  County  Drainage  Commissioners 
Harrison ville  Levee  Drainage  Co.,  charter 
Will  County  Drainage  Commissioners 
Chittenden  Contract,  levee  in  Hancock 
and  Adams  Counties 
American  Bottom  Levee  Company 
1863  American  Bottom  Levee  Company 
Lake  County  Wet  Lands 
1865  St.  Clair  and  Monroe  Levee  and  Drainage 
Company 

Allison  Prairie  Levee  along  Wabash  River 
Mississippi  Levee  Company,  charter 
Kane  &  McHenry  Counties,  drainage  law 
Township  Drainage  Law 
Big  Slough  and  Wild  Cat  Slough  Drainage 
(Champaign  County) 

1867  Kane  &  McHenry  Counties,  drainage  law 
St.  Clair  and  Monroe  Levee  Drainage 
Company 

Harrisonville  Levee  and  Drainage  Com¬ 
pany 

Cook  County  Drainage  Commissioners 
American  Bottom  Levee  Company 
1869  Kane  and  McHenry  Counties,  drainage 
law 

Cook  County  Drainage  Commissioners 
Illinois  Bottom  Levee  Company,  charter 
Kaskaskia  Navigation  Company 


Public  Laws,  1857,  p.  256 
Private  Laws,  1857,  p.  1409 
Private  Laws,  1857,  p.  1346 
Public  Laws,  1859,  p.  106 

Public  Laws,  1859,  p.  110 

Public  Laws,  1861,  p.  209 
Public  Laws,  1861,  p.  587 
Public  Laws,  1861,  p.  436 
Public  Laws,  1861,  p.  272 

Public  Laws,  1861,  p.  126 
Private  Laws,  1861,  p.  14 
Private  Laws,  1863,  p.  188 
Private  Laws,  1863,  p.  187 

Private  Laws,  1865,  vol.  2,  p.  2 
Private  Laws,  1865,  vol.  2,  p.  9 
Private  Laws,  1865,  vol.  2,  p.  87 
Private  Laws,  1865,  vol.  1,  p.  555 
Public  Laws,  1865,  vol.  1,  p.  381 

Public  Laws,  1865,  vol.  1,  p.  272 
Public  Laws,  1867,  p.  92 

Private  Laws,  1867,  vol.  2,  p.  807 

Private  Laws,  1867,  vol.  2,  p.  807 
Private  Laws,  1867,  vol.  1,  p.  909 
Private  Laws,  1867,  vol.  2,  p.  798 

Public  Laws,  1869,  p.  167 
Public  Laws,  1869,  p.  169 
Public  Laws,  1869,  p.  201 
Private  Laws,  1869,  vol.  2,  p.  872 


*Cf.  Bernard  Alfred  Etcheverry,  Land  Drainage  and  Flood  Protection,  New  York: 
McGraw-Hill  Book  Co.,  1931,  pp.  283-84,  in  which  it  is  stated: 

"The  drainage  rights  of  landowners  are  controlled  by  two  rules  of  law,  namely, 
the  common  law  rule  and  the  civil  law  rule.  The  common  law  rule  generally  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “Common  enemy”  rule  has  been  adopted  in  Arkansas,  Connecticut, 
Indiana,  Kansas,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  New  Jersey,  New  Mexico,  New  York,  Oklahoma,  South  Carolina,  Virginia, 
Washington,  and  Wisconsin. 

“The  common  enemy  rule  is  that  surface  waters  are  a  common  enemy  and,  there¬ 
fore,  a  landowner  lias  the  right  to  protect  his  land  from  these  waters  coming  from 
higher  lands,  This  rule  has  been  modified  in  some  states  by  court  decisions,  which 
allow  the  drainage  of  upper  lands  upon  lower  lands,  provided  no  appreciable  injury 
is  done.  Under  the  common  enemy  rule  the  higher  land  has  no  lawful  right  to  drain 
onto  the  lower  lands  or  to  discharge  artificially  drained  water  into  a  watercourse, 
if  by  so  doing  appreciable  injury  is  done  to  other  owners;  and  under  this  rule  the 
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ferred  to  in  these  pages,  is  meant  the  code  of  un¬ 
written  law  governing  in  Illinois  which  may  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “civil  law  rule”  when  comparing 
it  with  other  states.  This  rule,  adopted  in  Illinois, 
is  based  upon  the  natural  drainage  concept  and  is 
expressed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  state:  “As 
water  must  flow,  and  some  rule  in  regard  to  it 
must  be  established  where  land  is  held  under  the 
artificial  titles  created  by  human  law,  there  can 
clearly  be  no  other  rule  at  once  so  equitable  and 
so  easy  of  application  as  that  which  enforces  nat¬ 
ural  laws.  There  is  no  surprise  or  hardship  in  this, 
for  each  successive  owner  takes  with  whatever  ad¬ 
vantages  or  inconveniences  nature  has  stamped 
upon  his  land.”8 

This  rule  of  natural  drainage,  requiring  the 
owner  of  the  lower  or  subservient  lands  to  accept 
and  provide  for  the  natural  flow  of  water  from  the 
upper  lands,  was  further  interpreted  by  the  courts 
to  grant  to  the  owner  of  the  dominant  estate  the 
right  to  collect  the  waters  falling  upon  his  lands 
by  constructing  artificial  drains  and  ditches  on  his 
own  land  to  carry  off  the  water  more  quickly  so 
long  as  the  outlet  of  these  ditches  was  the  natural 
channel  down  which  the  waters  so  collected  would 
eventually  have  drained.  Even  though  the  in¬ 
creased  flow  in  the  natural  channel  resulted  in  in¬ 
jury  to  the  lower  lands,  the  owner  of  the  subservi¬ 
ent  lands  had  to  accept  the  increased  flow.  How¬ 
ever,  the  upper  landowners  could  not  cut  through 
natural  divides  or  construct  ditches  where  no  nat¬ 
ural  channel  existed.4 


•Continued 

upper  owner  must  be  assessed  for  improvements  downstream  from  his  land  which 
are  made  necessary  by  artificial  drainage  of  his  land. 

"The  civil  law  rule  is  that  of  the  states  of  Alabama,  California,  Georgia,  Illinois, 
Iowa,  Kentucky,  Louisiana,  Maryland,  Michigan,  North  Carolina,  Ohio,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  and  Texas.  The  civil  law  gives  the  upper  landowner  the  right  of  easement 
to  pass  off  naturally  the  surface  waters  from  his  land  to  the  lower  lands,  unobstructed 
by  the  lower  landowners.  In  most  states  the  law  has  been  further  modified  to  the 
advantage  of  the  upper  owner.  He  may  supplement  the  natural  drainage  by  arti¬ 
ficial  drainage  and  thereby  increase  the  rate  of  outflow  from  his  land  provided  he  has 
an  outlet  in  a  watercourse,  or  natural  depression,  and  that  the  water  is  not  diverted 
from  its  natural  direction  of  flow. 

"tinder  this  rule  and  the  above  conditions,  the  owner  of  high  land  cannot  be  as¬ 
sessed  for  drainage  improvements  downstream  from  his  land,  having  no  direot  effect 
on  his  land.  He  should  be  assessed  only  if  the  downstream  improvement  adjacent 
to  his  land  has  some  direct  effect,  such  as  lowering  the  ground  water  table. 

“The  difference  between  the  common  enemy  rule  and  the  civil  law  rule,  for  the 
usual  conditions  of  lands  needing  drainage,  is  not  as  great  as  the  principles  of  law 
would  indicate.  These  lands  are  often  large  areas  with  flat  slopes  and  few  or  no 
distinot  watercourses,  so  that  only  a  relatively  small  number  of  tracts  may  have 
natural  outlets  for  the  artificially  drained  water  within  or  adjacent  to  their  bound¬ 
aries.  Consequently  even  under  the  civil  law  rule,  outlets  must  be  provided  and  the 
landowners  benefited  thereby  must  be  assessed." 

•Gormley  v.  Stanford,  52  Ill.  168  (1869);  also  cf.  Bradbury  v.  Vandalia  Drainage 
District,  236  Ill.  36  (1908);  Bishman  v.  Boehl,  30  IU.  App  455;  Pack  v.  Herrington, 
109  Ill.  611  (1884);  Dayton  v.  Dr.  Coramrs.,  128  Ill.  271  (1889);  Minnie  Creek  D.D.  v. 
Nation,  315  Ill.  332  (1925) t  Railroad  Co.  v.  Adams,  221  111.  201  (1906);  Railroad  v. 
Horan,  131  Ill.  288  (1890);  Bay  Bottoms  D.D.  v.  Cache  River  D.D.,  295  Ill.  301  (1920); 
Mauvaisterre  D.D.  v.  Wabash  R.R.,  299  Ill.  299  (1921);  Schmitz  v.  Ort,  92  Ill.  App. 
407;  Anderson  v.  Henderson,  124  Ill.  164  (1888);  Miller  v.  Pilgrim,  7  Ill.  App.  306; 
Deyo  v.  Ferris,  22  Ill  App.  154;  Bay  Island  D.D.  v.  Union  Dist.,  255  Ill.  194  (1612). 


These  principles  of  common  law  were  incorpor¬ 
ated  into  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885  and  be¬ 
came  part  of  the  statutory  law.6  They  form  the 
basis  of  apportioning  benefits  and  damages  by  or¬ 
ganized  drainage  districts.  No  landowner  can  be 
assessed  for  benefits  from  drainage  to  which  he 
would  have  had  the  right  under  common  law  nor  is 
he  entitled  to  damages  for  injury  from  an  increased 
flow  of  water  coming  upon  his  land  through  nat¬ 
ural  channels.® 

On  many  lands  no  natural  channel  existed,  and 
fights  in  addition  to  those  available  at  common  law 
were  necessary.  This  was  particularly  true  of 
large  areas  of  flat  swamp  land  which  could  be  con¬ 
verted  into  fertile  farm  lands  only  if  they  could  be 
drained  by  some  artificial  means. 

Moreover,  there  was  the  problem  of  clearing 
creek-beds  below  the  lands  of  settlers  and  the  at¬ 
tendant  question  of  entry  upon  the  lands  of  an¬ 
other.  These  early  settlers  did  not  always  find 
that  the  draining  of  surplus  water  from  their  lands 
could  be  accomplished  simply  and  easily  by  digging 
a  ditch  or  by  cutting  willows  in  creek  beds.  More 
often  than  not  the  obstructions  lay  upon  the  lands 
of  the  neighbors  upon  which  they  had  no  right  of 
entry  at  common  law.  James  P.  Morris,  who  had 
a  mill  on  Cahokia  Creek,  found  it  necessary,  in 
1841,  to  apply  to  the  General  Assembly  for  per¬ 
mission  to  remove  obstructions  from  the  stream — 
this  presumably  was  for  permission  to  enter  upon 
the  lands  of  another  and  to  do  work  which  he  had 
not  been  able  to  effect  or  to  require  through  court 
proceedings.  In  a  brief  law  he  was  given  the 
necessary  authority:  “Be  it  enacted  that  James  P. 
Morris  of  the  county  of  St.  Clair,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  remove  any  drift  wood  or  trees  in  or  lying 
across  the  Cahokia  Creek  from  said  Morris’  mills 
to  the  mouth  of  said  creek,  when  the  same  obviously 
obstructs  the  free  passage  of  the  water  of  said 
creek  in  its  course  to  the  Mississippi.”7 


‘In  Dayton  v.  Drainage  Commissioners,  128  Hi.  271  (1889)  the  court  stated; 

"The  defendant  has  no  right  at  common  law,  as  the  owner  of  the  dominant  estate, 
to  divert  the  waters  of  the  slough  into  a  channel  wholly  different  from  that  in  which 
they  would  naturally  run.  The  rule  undoubtedly  is,  that  the  owner  of  a  higher 
tract  of  land  has  the  right  to  have  the  surface  water  falling  or  naturally  coming  upon 
his  premises  by  rains  or  melting  snows  pass  off  through  the  natural  drains  upon 
or  over  the  lower  or  servient  lands  next  adjoining,  and  the  owner  of  the  dominant 
heritage  has  the  right,  by  ditches  and  drains,  to  drain  his  own  land  into  the  channels 
which  nature  has  provided,  even  if  the  quantity  of  water  in  that  way  thrown  upon 
the  next  adjoining  lower  lands  is  thereby  increased.  But  the  owner  of  the  higher 
lands  has  no  right  to  open  or  remove  natural  barriers  and  let  on  to  such  lower  lands 
water  which  would  not  otherwise  naturally  flow  in  that  direction.  That  would  be 
to  subject  the  servient  heritage  to  an  unreasonable  burden  which  the  law  will  not 
permit,  and  against  which  the  owner  ought  reasonably  to  have  protection." 

•Smith-Hurd,  Illinois  Annotated  Statutes,  chap.  42,  sec.  85. 

*G  W.  Pickets  and  F.  B.  Leonard,  Engineering  and  Legal  Aspects  of  Land  Drainage 
in  Illinois,  p.  281. 

•Laws,  ISiO-il,  p.  214. 
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Doubtless  many  landowners  combined  efforts  in 
devising  drainage  arrangements  of  benefit  to  both, 
and  many  creek  beds,  providing  common  drainage 
for  several  farms  were  cleared  and  improved  to 
some  extent  by  a  community  of  effort  without  any 
means  of  legal  enforcement.  It  became  mere  and 
more  apparent,  however,  that  large  scale  construc¬ 
tion  and  development,  necessary  for  effective  drain¬ 
age  of  any  appreciable  areas  and  for  protection 
against  floods,  would  require  cooperative  efforts  and 
additional  legal  provisions. 

PRIVATE  CHARTERED  DRAINAGE  AND 
NAVIGATION  COMPANIES 

Under  the  first  two  constitutions  of  the  State, 
those  of  1818  and  1848,  the  General  Assembly  had 
the  power  to  grant  charters  conveying  certain 
rights  and  privileges  and  requiring  certain  respon¬ 
sibilities  from  individuals  or  private  companies. 
These  charters,  expressly  forbidden  in  the  Consti¬ 
tution  of  1870,  were  granted  for  numerous  pur¬ 
poses — schools,  various  types  of  commercial  and 
manufacturing  enterprises,  railroads,  and  among 
many  others,  drainage,  navigation  and  reclamation 
purposes.  The  granting  of  these  charters,  with 
generous  terms,  was  part  of  a  widespread  develop¬ 
ment  of  all  sorts  of  internal  improvements  in  the 
rapidly  growing  State. 

In  the  charters  granted  for  drainage  and  navi¬ 
gation  purposes  by  the  General  Assembly  to  pri¬ 
vate  citizens,  are  found  many  of  the  powers  now 
vested  in  regularly  organized  drainage  districts. 
The  areas  represented  in  these  charters  are  almost 
all  included  today  within  the  boundaries  of  districts 
and  have  proven  satisfactory  agricultural  areas. 
It  was  a  long  drawnout  process,  however,  to  evolve 
a  satisfactory  and  effective  method  of  financing 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  necessary 
drainage  works  in  these  and  other  areas. 

Enterprising  citizens  who  were  interested  in  a 
certain  area  made  application  to  the  General  As¬ 
sembly  for  a  charter,  which  organized  a  drainage 
company  and  granted  certain  privileges  and  rights 
in  exchange  for  effecting  drainage  and  rendering 
the  lands  healthful  and  agriculturally  productive. 
Since  swamp  and  undesirable  wet  lands  were  to  be 
had  for  almost  nothing,  the  rewards  of  such  a  ven¬ 
ture,  if  it  proved  successful,  were  great.  The  rec¬ 
ords  of  these  private  companies  are  for  the  most 
part  unavailable.  They  appear  to  be  typical,  how¬ 
ever,  of  hundreds  of  such  ventures  with  various 
types  of  charters.  They  were  highly  satisfactory 
on  paper  but  few  ever  accomplished  much  actual 
work.  In  many  cases  the  State  conferred  lands, 
money,  and  the  power  to  impose  taxes  upon  the  re¬ 


claimed  areas.  In  others  it  provided  that  the  prop¬ 
erty  tax  collection  machinery  be  made  available  for 
the  assessment  and  collection  of  the  fees  and  taxes 
of  these  companies.  In  yet  others  it  gave  all  State 
and  county  taxes  above  those  levied  at  the  time 
the  Charter  was  granted,  over  a  period  of  ten,  fif¬ 
teen,  or  even  fifty  years,  to  such  companies.  Al¬ 
most  every  conceivable  concession  was  made  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  services  of  private  enterprise  to  undertake 
these  reclamation  and  development  projects.  Many 
of  these  provisions  anticipated  the  drainage  dis¬ 
trict  laws  of  Illinois  today. 

City  and  Bank  of  Cairo — In  1818,  the  same 
year  that  Illinois  was  admitted  to  the  Union,  John 
G.  Comegys,  of  Baltimore,  procured  from  the  Ter¬ 
ritorial  legislature  a  charter  for  the  formation  of  a 
company  known  as  the  City  and  Bank  of  Cairo. 
This  private  Charter  empowered  the  company  to 
undertake  an  ambitious  task  of  establishing  a  town 
on  the  southernmost  tip  of  the  State  (where  the 
city  of  Cairo  is  today)  and  to  provide  the  area  with 
drainage  facilities  and  flood  protection  from  both 
the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  rivers.  The  company  pro¬ 
posed  to  raise  $300,000  by  the  sale  of  lands  and  to 
expend  $100,000  for  the  construction  of  levees.  This 
sum  is  exceedingly  small  when  compared  to  a  total 
of  $3  millions  eventually  invested  by  the  Federal 
government,  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  the  city  of 
Cairo  for  the  same  purpose.  Comegys,  very  early 
in  1818,  had  filed  with  the  Federal  government  for 
about  eighteen  hundred  acres  of  land  on  the  narrow 
peninsula  between  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  rivers. 
This  land  was  now  deeded  to  the  company  of 
which  he  was  the  moving  spirit.  An  elaborate 
plat  was  prepared  and  plans  were  laid  for  the  sale 
of  lots  and  the  establishment  of  a  bank,  located 
temporarly  at  Kaskaskia,  then  the  seat  of  Illinois 
government.  The  charter  provided  for  the  sale  of 
two  thousand  lots  at  $150  each.  In  addition  to  one- 
third  of  the  proceeds  for  constructing  levees  and  for 
other  improvements,  the  remaining  two-thirds  was 
to  constitute  the  capital  stock  of  the  bank,  one-half 
of  which  should  belong  to  Comegys  and  his  associ¬ 
ates  and  one-half  to  the  purchasers  of  the  lots.  The 
death  of  Comegys  in  1819  was  followed  by  the  col¬ 
lapse  of  the  entire  scheme;  the  land  reverted  to  the 
government.8  It  was  not  until  twenty  years  later 
that  the  present  city  of  Cairo  was  incorporated  and 
began  its  existence  on  the  narrow  strip  of  land 
protected  on  both  sides  by  levees,  flood  gates,  and 
in  times  of  high  water  by  sand-bag  rip-rapping 
along  the  tops  of  permanent  embankments. 

8 Territorial  Laws,  1818,  p.  18;  and  cf.  Cyril  F.  James,  Growth  of  Chicago  Banks, 
vol.  1.  Cf.  State  of  Illinois  Division  of  Waterways,  Flood  Control  Report,  Flood 
Situation  in  Illinois,  1929,  p.  167  and  passim. 
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The  Great  American  Bottom — One  of  the  rich¬ 
est  areas  known  to  early  settlers  in  Illinois  was  be¬ 
tween  the  Mississippi  and  Kaskaskia  rivers,  most 
of  which  is  today  in  Madison  County.  Known  as 
the  Great  American  Bottom,  the  rich  black  soil  of 
these  lowlands  yielded  crops  beyond  the  wildest  ex¬ 
pectations  of  homsteaders.  However,  relatively  few 
parts  of  the  section  were  suitable  for  settlement; 
most  of  it  was  poorly  drained  with  all  of  the  disad¬ 
vantages  of  swamps  and  low  lands.  The  dread 
swamp  fever  which  annually  took  its  toll  of  set¬ 
tlers,  was  thought  to  steal  out  of  the  wet  marshes 
during  the  night.  In  1819,  the  first  General  As¬ 
sembly  authorized  a  lottery  to  raise  funds  for  the 
purpose  of  draining  the  ponds  in  the  American 
Bottom.9  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  Consti¬ 
tution  of  1848  expressly  forbade  the  licensing  of 
lotteries.  The  Great  American  Bottom  scheme  is 
the  only  public  lottery  known  to  have  been  con¬ 
ducted  in  the  State. 

The  success  of  the  lottery  scheme  is  doubtful  for 
in  1851  the  General  Assembly  conferred  a  charter 
on  a  group  of  private  citizens  for  the  same  pur¬ 
poses.19  This  company  was  given  powers  to  “drain 
and  reclaim  and  render  healthful  all  or  any  part 
or  portions  of  that  part  which  lies  south  of  Wood 
River  in  Madison  County  and  north  of  Kaskaskia 
in  Randolph  County  and  north  of  the  Mississippi 
river  and  the  bluffs.”  They  were  empowered  to  dig 
channels,  ditches,  sluices,  and  outlets,  and  to  lay 
embankments  and  levees.  Apparently  this  com¬ 
pany  failed  to  operate,  for  the  next  session  of  the 
General  Assembly,  in  1853,  granted  another  char¬ 
ter  with  greatly  enlarged  powers.11  This  company, 
the  American  Bottom  Board  of  Improvement,  was 
given  the  power  to  condemn  lands  and  was  re¬ 
quired  to  make  just  compensation  therefor.  Its 
capital  stock  was  fixed  at  $200,000  and  it  was  per¬ 
mitted  to  borrow  at  not  more  than  8  per  cent.  Most 
significant  of  all  the  powers  granted  this  corpora¬ 
tion  was  that  “for  the  purpose  of  meeting  any  in¬ 
terest  on  capital  invested,  there  shall  annually  be 
levied  and  collected  a  tax  upon  lands  so  embraced 
and  upon  all  others  in  St.  Clair  county  directly 
benefited  by  said  drainage.”12 


•A  great  deal  of  fragmentary  data  about  this  lottery  has  been  gathered;  some  hand¬ 
bills  are  on  display  at  the  Chicago  Historical  Society.  Actual  details  of  its  operation 
are  not  known.  See  G.  Koehler,  Lottery  Authorized  in  1819  .  .  .by  draining  ponds 
in  American  Bottom  .  .  .  ,  Illinois  Historical  Society,  1928.  In  the  Laws,  1819,  at 
p.  57,  are  to  be  found  details  of  the  organization:  “Whereas  there  are  numerous  ponds 
and  lakes  in  the  Mississippi  bottom  known  by  the  appellation  of  the  American  Bot¬ 
tom,  which  stagnate  and  annoy  the  health  of  the  inhabitants  of  said  bottom  by  pro¬ 
ducing  autumnal  fevers;  and  whereas  the  individual  proprietors  of  the  lands  are 
not  the  only  persons  interested  in  the  draining  thereof,  etc.  .  .  .”  Seven  lottery 
managers  were  appointed  and  a  capital  of  $50,000  was  authorized.  As  late  as  1840 
efforts  were  still  being  made  to  conduct  the  lottery. 

10 Private  Laws,  1861,  p.  183. 


Here  again  can  be  seen  early  traces  of  the  present 
drainage  law.13  The  American  Bottom  region  today 
is  provided  with  drainage  by  several  regularly  or¬ 
ganized  drainage  and  levee  districts. 

In  each  of  the  charters  granted  by  the  General 
Assembly,  there  were  provisions  for  contracting 
with  private  parties  for  effecting  drainage,  and  in 
the  second  and  third  charters  were  granted  the 
right  of  eminent  domain,  the  right  of  taxation,  and 
the  right  of  borrowing  in  anticipation  of  tax  re¬ 
ceipts.  A  pronouncement  by  the  Illinois  Supreme 
Court  against  the  delegation  of  the  taxing  power 
to  private  individuals  or  corporations  was  not  to 
come  for  many  years  and  succeeding  General  As¬ 
semblies  granted  this  power  to  private  drainage  and 
navigation  companies.14 

Kaskaskia  Navigation  Company — The  Kaskas¬ 
kia  Navigation  Company  was  given  a  charter  in 
1840  that  conveyed  certain  rights  and  privileges  of 
charging  tolls  on  boats  in  exchange  for  straighten¬ 
ing,  deepening,  and  rendering  navigable  the  river 
bed,  and  contained  sections  devoted  to  the  reclaim¬ 
ing  of  swamp  lands.15  To  attain  their  object  of 
improving  navigation  of  the  Kaskaskia  River  and 
of  draining  the  swamp  and  overflowed  land  ad¬ 
jacent  thereto,  they  were  empowered  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  contractors  with  “certificates  drawn 
upon  the  Treasurer  of  the  State  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  swamp  and  over¬ 
flowed  lands  lying  in  the  counties  of  Randolph,  St. 
Clair,  Washington,  Clinton,  Fayette,  and  Shelby.” 
These  certificates,  drawing  6  per  cent  until  paid, 
were  limited  to  a  total  of  $2,000  outstanding  at 
any  one  time.  These  powers  were  enlarged  a  year 
later  to  include  lands  along  the  Big  Muddy  River 
in  Jackson,  Williamson,  and  Franklin  counties. 
The  company  was  required  to  file  a  statement  an- 

"Private  Laws,  1863,  p.  614. 

,2The  total  of  the  tax  could  not  exceed  the  required  interest  of  8  per  cent  on  the 
capital  invested.  The  company  was  required  to  deliver  a  list  of  assessments  to  the 
county  collector  who  collected  them  at  the  same  time  and  place  as  state  and  county 
taxes.  The  same  rights,  privileges,  and  liens  were  to  apply  as  for  state  and  county 
taxes.  This  latter  company,  the  American  Bottom  Board  of  Improvement,  seems 
to  have  been  known  also  in  Madison  County  in  1859,  under  the  name  American  Bot¬ 
tom  Levee  Company,  with  the  same  powers  except  that  it  was  permitted  to  realize 
10  per  cent  on  capital  invested  ( Public  Laws,  1869,  p.  106).  Each  of  these  companies 
did  considerable  work  in  erecting  levees  and  constructing  ditches  for  the  drainage 
of  lands,  and  they  seem  to  have  enjoyed  favor  of  the  general  assembly.  In  1861  it 
appropriated  to  the  American  Bottom  Board  of  Improvement  and  the  American 
Bottom  Levee  Company  all  state  taxes  raised  in  that  district  for  the  period  1860  to 
1864  “to  pay  expenses  already  incurred  or  that  may  hereafter  be  incurred  in  the 
building,  improving,  and  repairing  of  levees  and  embankments.”  ( Private  Laws, 
1861,  p.  14).  Similarly  in  1867  taxes  for  the  five  years,  1866  to  1870,  were  turned 
over  to  the  district.  ( Private  Laws,  1867,  vol.  2,  p.  795).  The  charters  granted  to 
these  districts  provided  that  should  property  owners  wish  to  pay  all  the  indebted¬ 
ness  in  full  rather  than  only  the  annual  interest  charge,  they  might  do  so  and  upon 
satisfaction  of  the  entire  indebtedness  of  the  company  the  control  would  be  given 
to  the  property  owners  under  supervision  of  the  county  court. 

12 Private  Laws,  1861,  p.  14. 

14St.  Clair  and  Monroe  Drainage  Company,  infra. 

"Laws,  1840-41,  p.  141. 
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nually  with  the  auditor  of  public  accounts. 

No  such  statements  are  in  the  present  files  of 
the  auditor  of  public  accounts,  nor  is  there  other  evi¬ 
dence  that  this  company  actually  operated.  Indeed,  a 
second  company  by  the  same  name  obtained  a 
charter  in  1869  from  the  General  Assembly  for 
the  same  purposes.16  This  new  company  was  given 
a  ten-year  grant  of  all  state  taxes  in  certain  town¬ 
ships.  The  records  of  the  auditor  of  public  ac¬ 
counts  show  that  the  state  actually  made  payments 
upon  two  different  occasions  to  this  company.  In 
1870,  the  sum  of  $1,585  was  paid  and  in  1871-72 
the  total  payments  were  $2,928.  These  payments 
represented  state  revenue  taxes  collected  in  Randolph 
County.  The  Illinois  Supreme  Court,  in  a  decision 
handed  down  in  1872,  ruled  that  such  charters, 
forbidden  by  the  Constitution  of  1870,  were  no 
longer  valid  and  further  payments  were  stopped.17 

The  Leonard  Contract  and  the  Mississippi 
Levee  Company — For  a  distance  of  more  than  fifty 
miles  along  the  bottom  lands  of  the  Mississippi 
River  in  Calhoun,  Pike,  and  Adams  counties,  there 
were  thousands  of  acres  of  lands  along  what  is 
known  as  the  Sny-Carte  Slough.  It  was  thought 
an  earthen  levee  would  give  sufficient  protection  to 
these  lands  and  open  up  cheap,  easily  tilled,  fer¬ 
tile  farms.  To  this  end,  Samuel  Leonard  applied 
for  and  received,  in  1857,  a  charter  from  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Assembly  for  the  construction  of  such  a  levee 
from  a  point  near  Millville,  in  Adams  County,  along 
the  bank  of  the  Mississippi  as  far  as  a  point  in 
Calhoun  County.  His  grant  required  that  “such  a 
levee  be  sufficient  in  height  and  strength  and  dur¬ 
ability  to  effectually  protect  all  lands  between  the 
said  levee  and  the  bluffs  on  the  eastern  side  thereof 
from  inundation  or  overflow  by  reasons  of  high 
water  from  the  Mississippi  river,  its  sloughs,  or 
tributaries  similar  to  the  great  flood  of  1851.”  He 
was  further  required  to  complete  the  levee  within 
five  years  and  to  keep  it  in  repair  for  a  term  of 
fifty  years.18  Permission  was  given  to  take  lands 
without  compensation,  100  feet  in  width  for  eight- 
foot  levees  and  150  feet  in  width  where  the  em¬ 
bankment  was  to  be  ten  feet  in  height.  Condemna¬ 
tion  with  just  compensation  was  also  authorized. 
As  in  other  charters,  Leonard  was  to  receive  cer¬ 
tain  amounts  of  taxes  levied  upon  the  lands  bene¬ 
fited  by  the  construction  of  the  levee.  The  boards 
of  supervisors  of  the  three  counties  were  author- 


'• Private  Laws,  1869,  vol,  2,  pp.  872-874. 

''Kaskaskia  River  Navigation  Company  v.  Lippincott,  Auditor,  65  Ill.  548  (1872). 
Also  cl.  I.  M.  Labovitz,  Public  Policy  and  Stale  Finance,  1818-1940,  (Social  Science 
Research  Committee  of  The  University  of  Chicago,  MS),  chap.  vii. 

'•Pufcftc  Lawt,  1887,  p.  256. 


ized  to  prepare  lists  of  all  lands  inundated  by  the 
flood  of  1851 ;  State  and  county  taxes  were  to  be 
extended  against  these  lands  as  against  other  lands 
in  the  three  counties.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
charter,  Leonard  was  to  receive,  for  a  period  of 
fifty  years,  the  amounts  of  these  taxes  over  and 
above  those  levied  in  1856.  As  a  practical  ex¬ 
pression,  this  meant  that  he  would  receive  any 
and  all  taxes  which  would  accrue  as  a  result  of 
the  construction  of  the  levee.  He  would,  of  course, 
also  profit  from  increases  in  either  the  State  or 
county  rate  as  well  as  increases  in  assessed  valu¬ 
ation.  The  two  mill  State  debt  levy  was  excepted 
from  the  terms  of  the  contract.  Landowners  were 
permitted  to  pay  a  flat  sum  of  $3.50  per  acre  and 
be  forever  free  of  said  taxes. 

Once  again  the  general  assembly  had  attempted 
to  give  flood  protection  and  to  solve  a  local  reclama¬ 
tion  project  by  entering  into  contract  with  a  private 
individual.  The  credit  of  the  State  was,  for  all 
practical  purposes,  extended  for  the  project  and 
State  as  well  as  county  revenues  pledged  for  pay¬ 
ment  to  a  private  individual.  This  project  was 
apparently  not  completed. 

A  contract,  in  substantially  the  same  terms,  was 
conferred,  in  1861,  on  the  Mississippi  Levee  Com¬ 
pany.  They  were  to  construct  the  levee  within  two 
years  and  to  keep  it  in  repair  for  twenty  years; 
the  rights  of  Leonard  were  reserved  to  him  until 
they  should  expire.  This  new  company,  repre¬ 
sented  by  three  commissioners,  asked  in  1865  to 
have  its  time  for  beginning  of  the  construction 
extended  to  ten  years  from  1865  and  fifteen  years 
for  completion.19  They  were  also,  under  the  1865 
charter,  given  the  right  to  construct  a  railroad  on 
the  line  of  the  levee  and  a  distance  of  not  more  than 
twenty  miles  and  to  connect  it  with  any  other  rail¬ 
road  at  either  end.  Nor  did  this  second  company  ac¬ 
complish  much.  But  the  owners,  speculators,  and  pro¬ 
moters  of  lands  along  the  Sny-Carte  Slough  were  not 
to  be  easily  diverted  for  here  was  vastly  fertile  land. 
It  was  almost  entirely  through  the  continued  efforts 
of  a  half-dozen  men  who  were  interested  in  this  area 
that  a  drainage  article  was  included  in  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  of  1870.20 

Peoria  County  Drainage  Company — An  inter¬ 
esting  variation  in  charters  is  found  in  that  of 


1# Private  Laws,  1866,  vol.  ii,  p.  2.  A  similar  contract  was  undertaken  in  Hancock 
County,  by  A.  Smith  Chittenden,  for  the  construction  of  a  levee  from  Warsaw  in 
Hancock  County  along  the  Mississippi  River  to  the  Adams  County  boundary.  In 
addition  to  providing  that  all  taxes  above  those  that  would  have  been  collected 
on  levies  of  1861  on  the  overflowed  lands  (except  two  mill  State  debt  levy)  be  paid  to 
Chittenden,  for  a  period  of  twenty  years,  a  further  tax  of  $5,000  was  to  be  assessed 
on  the  lands  and  paid  to  Chittenden  by  the  State  treasurer. 

“See  also  pp.  16  and  51. 
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the  Peoria  County  Drainage  Company,  chartered 
in  1857.21  This  company  was  authorized  to  issue 
capital  stock  in  the  sum  of  $100,000.  Eight  per 
cent  annual  interest  on  the  amount  of  capital  stock 
invested  in  such  works  plus  the  annual  expenses 
were  to  be  paid  to  stockholders  by  levying  an  an¬ 
nual  tax  on  lands  benefited  by  the  construction. 
The  company  was  required  to  make  out  and  deliver 
to  the  county  collector  a  list  of  the  property  bene¬ 
fited,  the  expenses  of  the  company  for  the  year, 
and  a  statement  of  the  money  borrowed.  The 
county  collector  was  authorized  to  spread  levies 
against  the  property  sufficient  to  meet  these  costs. 
Should  a  majority  of  the  landowners  so  vote,  the 
lien  could  be  paid  and  the  works  reverted  to  the 
property  owners  under  control  of  the  county  court. 
In  this  charter  is  found  provision  of  the  use  of 
the  county  government  tax  collection  machinery 
to  collect  taxes  assessed  privately,  an  additional 
grant  of  power  to  that  previously  extended,  namely 
grants  of  locally  assessed  taxes.  There  is  little 
evidence  however,  that  the  company  ever  functioned. 
The  area  included  is  now  a  part  of  several  regularly 
organized  drainage  districts. 

St.  Clair  and  Monroe  Drainage  Company — 
In  several  charters  the  right  to  impose  property 
taxes  had  been  granted  by  the  General  Assembly. 
This  right  was  first  challenged  when  an  attempt 
was  made  to  exercise  it  by  the  St.  Clair  and  Mon¬ 
roe  Drainage  and  Levee  Company.  By  an  act  of 
the  General  Assembly,  approved  February  24,  1859, 
entitled  “An  act  to  provide  for  constructing  a  levee 
from  Prairie  Du  Pont  village,  in  St.  Clair  county, 
to  Harrisonville,  in  Monroe  county”.  Five  persons 
named  in  the  act  were  appointed  commissioners 
to  construct  the  levee,  and  authorized  to  ascertain 
what  lands  between  the  river  and  the  bluffs,  in  the 
designated  district,  were  liable  to  overflow,  and  to 
levy  a  tax  against  the  owners  of  not  more  than  one 
dollar  an  acre,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
objects  of  the  act.22  By  another  act,  passed  February 
16,  1865,  these  commissioners  were  declared  to  be 
a  body  corporate,  under  the  name  of  “The  St  Clair 
and  Monroe  Levee  and  Drainage  Company,”  with 
perpetual  succession,  and  power  to  hold  real  and 
personal  property.23  The  act  defined  the  object 
of  the  incorporation  to  be  to  levee  and  drain  a  cer¬ 
tain  district  comprising  portions  of  St.  Clair  and 
Monroe  counties,  and  authorized  the  company  to 
assess  an  annual  tax  of  $20,000  upon  the  lands  in 
the  designated  district,  in  proportion  to  the  benefits 


^Private  Laws,  1867,  p.  1409. 

**. Public  Laws,  1869,  p.  110. 
uPrivaU  Laws,  1866,  vol.  ii,  p.  2. 


to  accrue  to  each  tract,  and  where  no  benefit  arose, 
the  land  not  benefited  was  not  to  be  assessed.  The 
corporation  was  to  be  the  sole  judge  for  deter¬ 
mining  the  question  of  benefits. 

In  addition  to  this  power  to  levy  taxes,  the  St. 
Clair  and  Monroe  Drainage  and  Levee  Company  re¬ 
ceived  a  grant  for  a  period  of  fifteen  years  of  all 
State  and  county  taxes  collected  over  and  above 
the  amount  of  those  levied  in  tne  assessment  year 
1859.  The  constitutional  State  debt  tax  of  2  mills 
was  not  expressly  reserved  in  this  charter  as  it 
had  been  in  the  earlier  ones  to  Chittenden,  Leonard, 
and  the  Mississippi  Levee  Company.  In  the  bien¬ 
nium  1865-66,  the  auditor  of  public  accounts  paid 
this  company  $9  in  accordance  with  these  terms: 
in  1867-68,  $165;  in  1869,  $578;  and  in  1871-72, 
$969. 

This  company  constructed  a  levee  and  assessed 
lands  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  charter. 
Here  is  the  first  attempt  of  which  there  are  ade¬ 
quate  records  that  reveals  the  problems  encount¬ 
ered  when  a  private  chartered  company  actually 
levied  and  attempted  to  collect  taxes.  The  charter 
in  effect  created  a  drainage  district  (clothed  with 
more  powers  than  enjoyed  by  such  districts  today) 
but  it  vested  the  powers  of  such  district  in  private 
individuals  with  right  of  naming  their  own  suc¬ 
cessors.  It  did  not  permit  expression  or  save  a 
right  of  referendum  to  any  of  the  property  owners 
concerned  unless  they  were  members  of  the  com¬ 
pany. 

Protest  was  made  by  a  number  of  residents 
within  the  area  and  the  case  carried  to  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court.  In  opening  its  discussion  of  the 
case,  that  court  said:  “The  mere  statement  of  the 
substance  of  this  extraordinary  legislation  would 
seem  almost  sufficient  of  itself  for  a  disposition 
of  the  case.”24  A  generous  portion  of  the  opinion 
is  quoted  here  since  it  laid  the  foundation  for 
future  drainage  district  organization: 

“Although  the  object  of  the  corporation  will  be, 
when  accomplished,  a  public  benefit,  yet  the  cor¬ 
poration  itself,  in  its  composition  and  management, 
is  strictly  private.  The  public,  or  the  persons  to 
be  taxed,  have  no  more  voice  in  its  control  than  they 
have  in  the  management  of  our  railroads  and  banks. 
The  five  persons  who  constitute  this  corporation 
are  clothed  by  this  act,  if  it  is  valid,  with  the  right 
to  erect  and  keep  up  a  levee  for  a  certain  distance 
along  the  Mississippi  river,  to  cause  as  mubh  or  as 
little  work  to  be  done  as  they  may  see  proper,  to 
collect  an  annual  tax  of  $20,000,  and  enforce  its 
payment  by  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  upon  which, 

“Harward  v.  St.  Clair  and  Monroe  Levee  and  Drainage  Company,  51  M.  132 

(1869). 
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in  the  discretion  of  the  company,  it  is  levied,  and 
to  do  all  this  without  rendering  any  account,  or  in¬ 
curring  any  species  of  responsibility,  either  to  the 
persons  who  pay  the  tax  or  to  any  others ;  and  these 
powers  and  privileges  are  conferred  without  limita¬ 
tion  of  time. 

“The  power  of  taxation  is,  of  all  the  powers  of 
government,  the  one  most  liable  to  abuse,  even 
when  exercised  by  the  direct  representatives  of  the 
people,  and  if  committed  to  persons  who  may  exer¬ 
cise  it  over  others  without  reference  to  their  con¬ 
sent,  the  certainty  of  its  abuse  would  be  simply  a 
question  of  time.  No  person  or  class  of  persons 
can  be  safely  entrusted  with  irresponsible  power 
over  the  property  of  others,  and  such  a  power  is 
essentially  despotic  in  its  nature,  and  violative  of 
all  just  principles  of  government.  It  matters  not 
that,  as  in  the  present  instance,  it  is  to  be  pro¬ 
fessedly  exercised  for  public  uses,  by  expending  for 
the  public  benefit  the  tax  collected.  If  it  be  a  tax, 
as  in  the  present  instance,  to  which  the  persons  who 
are  to  pay  it  have  never  given  their  consent,  and 
imposed  by  persons  acting  under  no  responsibility 
of  official  position,  and  clothed  with  no  authority, 
of  any  kind,  by  those  whom  they  propose  to  tax, 
it  is,  to  the  extent  of  such  tax,  misgovernment  of 
the  same  character  which  our  forefathers  thought 
just  cause  of  revolution.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
we  do  no  violence  to  the  language  of  the  clause  in 
the  constitution  we  have  been  considering,  by  hold¬ 
ing  that  it  was  designed  to  prevent  such  ill-advised 
legislation  as  the  delegation  of  the  taxing  power 
to  any  person  or  persons  other  than  the  ‘corporate 
authorities’  of  the  municipality  or  district  to  be 
taxed.  These  authorities  are  elected  by  the  people 
to  be  taxed,  or  appointed  in  some  mode  to  which  the 
people  have  given  their  assent,  and  to  them  alone 
can  this  power  be  safely  delegated. 

It  is  said  this  is  a  public  improvement  very  de¬ 
sirable  to  be  made,  and  that  it  is  only  equitable  to 
tax  the  cost  of  the  improvement  upon  the  lands  to 
be  redeemed  from  overflow,  if  they  are  benefited 
to  that  extent.  We  admit  all  this,  but  nevertheless, 
the  improvement  cannot  be  made  at  the  sacrifice  of 
those  great  principles  upon  which  private  rights 
repose  for  their  security,  and  which  are  seteured  by 
the  solemn  guaranties  of  the  Constitution.  The 
proper  mode  of  accomplishing  the  object  sought  by 
this  act  is  not  difficult  to  find.  If  the  legislature 
should  authorize  drainage  commissioners  to  be 
elected  by  the  people  of  these  counties,  with  power 
to  determine  for  each  year  the  sum  to  be  expended 
in  the  construction  of  levees,  and  to  assess  that 
sum  as  a  tax  upon  the  lands  to  be  benefited  there¬ 
by,  to  the  extent  of  the  benefits  conferred,  we  see 
no  reason  why  the  desired  improvement  might  not 
be  effected,  without  doing  violence  to  the  Consti¬ 
tution,  or  to  the  principles  of  just  taxation.  Such 
commissioners  would  be  corporate  authorities,  with¬ 
in  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and  a  tax  as¬ 
sessed  upon  each  tract  only  to  the  extent  of  the 
benefits  conferred,  would  be  no  violation  of  the 
principles  of  equality  and  uniformity.  Such  a  law 


would  be  sustainable  without  reference  to  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  eminent  domain,  which  is  liable  to  be  so 
much  abused  if  applied  to  the  collection  of  money 
in  the  name  of  a  tax,  and  which  is  strictly  applicable 
only  to  the  condemnation  of  property.” 

This  decision,  in  addition  to  the  prohibition  against 
private  charters  in  the  Constitution  of  1870,  pre¬ 
cluded  any  further  attempts  at  effecting  drainage 
on  a  substantial  scale  by  private  companies. 

SWAMP  LAND  ACT  OF  1850 

Parallel  to  these  efforts  to  secure  drainage 
through  privately  chartered  companies  were  the 
activities  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  county  gov¬ 
ernments  in  reclaiming  swamp  lands.  Many  of 
the  areas  in  Illinois  that  were  in  need  of  drain¬ 
age  were  included  in  an  act  of  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  known  as  the  Swamp  Land  Act 
of  1850.25  Under  terms  of  this  statute,  the  Federal 
government  deeded  outright  to  the  states  all  areas 
of  land  in  need  of  drainage  and  reclamation. 
States  were  required  to  map  such  areas  and  file 
claim  to  them  with  the  general  land  office  of  the 
Federal  government ;  the  government  in  turn 
deeded  the  lands  to  the  states.  Illinois  was  one 
of  fifteen  states  to  benefit  by  the  Swamp  Land 
Act.  In  1851,  the  State  of  Illinois  had  laid  claim 
to  1,833,413  acres.26  Once  the  lands  were  deeded 
to  the  states,  the  reclamation  and  disposition  of 
these  areas  was  the  problem  of  the  state  govern¬ 
ments.  Illinois  and  two  other  states,  Missouri  and 
Iowa,  adopted  the  policy  of  deeding  the  lands  to 
the  counties.27  This  disposition  of  swamp  and 
overflowed  lands  in  Illinois  was  contrary  to  the 
recommendation  of  the  governor  that  the  lands  be 
sold  and  the  proceeds  invested  in  State  indebted¬ 
ness  pending  ultimate  expenditure  on  drainage 
projects. 

The  General  Assembly  enacted  a  law  providing 
for  the  disposition  of  the  swamp  lands  by  the  coun¬ 
ties.  Lands  were  placed  under  the  care  and  super¬ 
intendence  of  the  county  court,  which  appointed  a 
“Drainage  Commissioner”  to  conduct  the  sales  of 
such  lands.  The  county  surveyor  was  to  prepare  plats 
of  the  swamp  lands,  and  return  such  plats  to  the 
clerk  of  the  county  court,  whereupon  the  court 
fixed  the  valuation  upon  each  tract.  The  purchas¬ 
ers  of  these  tracts  were  given  a  certificate  by  the 
drainage  commissioner,  and  a  deed  was  later 

25 United  States  Statutes,  yol.  9,  p.  519. 

MAt  the  close  of  t  he  year  1939  act  ual  swamp  land  deed  to  the  State  of  Illinois  totalled 
1,457,694  acres.  Also  see  Illinois  Tax  Commission,  Illinois  Revenue  System,  1818-1936, 
Special  Report  No  4,  p.  60. 

77 Laws,  186t,  p.  178;  Laws,  1854;  and  Laws,  1855.  See  also  Benjamin  H.  Hibbard, 
A  History  of  the  Public  Land  Policies,  (New  York:  MacMillan  ComDany,  1924),  pp. 
269-288. 
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executed  by  the  county  court.  The  court  was  to 
sell  only  enough  swamp  lands  to  insure  reclamation 
of  all  such  land,  any  balance  to  be  granted  to 
the  several  townships  to  be  used  for  educational 
purposes.  At  the  discretion  of  the  county,  such 
balance  could  also  be  used  for  the  construction  of 
roads,  bridges,  or  other  public  works. 

Illinois  counties  were  not  slow  in  filing  swamp 
land  plats  with  the  State  auditor,  who  in  turn 
made  application  to  the  land  office  of  the  United 
States  for  deeds.  When  such  a  conveyance  was  is¬ 
sued,  under  the  Illinois  law,  the  state  relinquished 
its  rights  to  the  counties.  The  wholesale  filing 
of  lands  in  behalf  of  Illinois  counties  elicited  com¬ 
ment  from  the  U.  S.  Land  Commissioner,  in  1886, 
who,  when  reviewing  the  history  of  the  Swamp 
Land  Act,  wrote: 

“It  was  a  general  practice  in  selecting  swamp 
lands  for  agents,  appointed  to  act  in  behalf  of 
states,  to  select  great  areas  along  creeks  and  rivers 
without  reference  to  the  notes  made  by  government 
surveyors.  Time  and  time  again  it  was  found  on 


examination  that  75  per  cent  of  the  lands  claimed 
was  not  in  any  case  swampy  or  subject  to  serious 
overflow.  For  example,  in  Champaign  county  the 
state  agent  had  listed  22,000  acres  as  swamp  while 
a  representative  of  the  Land  Office  found  that  over 
half  the  amount  was  dry  land.  In  Piatt  county,  one 
hundred  sixty-six  tracts  were  claimed  for  the  state, 
while  a  special  agent  for  the  government  saw  fit  to 
reject  the  Classification  in  all  but  six  of  the  se¬ 
lections.”28 

Although  the  State  and  counties  participated 
generously  in  the  lands  deeded  under  this  Act, 
little  was  accomplished  to  provide  drainage  for  the 
lands  thus  appropriated.29  It  is  interesting  to  com¬ 
pare  the  swamp  land  maps  of  Pike  and  Champaign 
counties,  shown  here,  with  maps  of  drainage  districts 
in  those  counties.  In  Pike  county,  for  example,  the 
swamp  land  areas  conform  in  the  largest  part  to  the 
areas  now  drained  by  the  Sny  Island  Levee  Drainage 
District,  the  Valley  City  Drainage  and  Levee  Dis¬ 
trict,  and  the  Chambersburg  Drainage  and  Levee 
District.  Although  the  residents  of  the  Sny  Island 
area  had  been  struggling  for  ten  years  to  provide 
flood  protection  there  is  no  evidence  that  proceeds 
from  the  original  sale  of  these  lands  ever  went  for 
drainage  purposes.  The  same  can  be  said  of 
Champaign  county,  where  a  total  of  seventy  thou¬ 
sand  acres  were  claimed  by  the  county  under  the 
Swamp  Land  Act.30 

Practices  seem  to  have  varied  from  county  to 
county,  depending  on  the  action  of  county  officers 
into  whose  hands  the  control  of  the  swamp  lands 
were  given.  In  1857,  the  General  Assembly  author¬ 
ized  that  swamp  land  funds  in  Lee  county  be  given 
to  school  townships  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of 
children  in  each.31  Similarly  another  law  went 
further  in  stating  that  swamp  land  funds  in  Bureau 
county  “shall  be  paid  to  su'ch  persons  and  for  such 
uses  and  purposes  as  the  board  of  supervisers  of 
said  county  shall  direct”.32  In  Whiteside  county, 
where  large  drainage  districts  exist  today,  there 
were  hundreds  of  acres  of  actual  swamp  lands  sold. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  state,  deciding  a  case 
based  on  these  sales,  ruled  that  counties  were  not 
obligated  to  expend  proceeds  from  sale  of  such 
lands  for  drainage.33  The  court  stated : 

“By  the  grant  of  swamp  and  overflowed  lands 
to  the  State  of  Illinois,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  Congress  of  September  28,  1850,  to  enable 


“General  Land  Office,  Reports  of  the  Commissioner,  1886,  p.  42. 

“Hibbard,  op.  cit.,  p.  272,  writes:  “Louisiana  is  the  only  state  where  much  drain¬ 
age  and  overflowed  lands  work  was  actually  constructed  with  swamp  land  funds. 

“Swamp  Land  Record,  County  Clerk’s  office,  Urbana.  These  actual  filings  are 
more  than  three  times  the  amount  shown  in  the  land  commissioners  report  for  1886. 

31 Private  Laws,  1857,  p.  1346. 

32 Private  Laws,  1857,  p.  1206. 

3sBd.  of  Supervisors  Whiteside  County  v.  State’s  Attorney,  31  Ill.  68;  also  cf.  Newell 
et  al  v.  Bureau  County,  37  Ill.  253  (1865). 
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the  State  of  Arkansas  and  other  States  to  reclaim 
the  ‘swamp  lands’  within  their  limits,  a  fee  simple 
estate  passed,  unconditionally.  The  State  became 
the  absolute  owner  of  the  lands,  with  power  to 
dispose  of  them  in  such  manner,  and  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  as  to  the  legislature  might  seem  most  ex¬ 
pedient. 

“It  was  the  intention  of  the  General  Assembly, 
under  the  various  acts  on  the  subject,  to  grant  to 
the  several  counties  in  the  State,  the  swamp  and 
overflowed  lands  within  their  limits,  respectively, 
and  to  remit  to  such  counties  the  exclusive  control 
over  these  lands,  and  over  their  proceeds. 

“So,  where  a  party  purchased  swamp  lands  from 
a  county  in  1856,  and  executed  his  notes  for  the 
absolute  payment  of  the  purchase-money,  he  has  no 
remedy  to  compel  the  county  to  appropriate  the 
proceeds  of  the  sales  of  such  lands  to  their  reclama¬ 
tion,  as  was  contemplated  by  the  legislation  on  the 
subject,  in  force  at  the  time  of  his  purchase ;  but 
his  rights  in  that  regard  are  to  be  determined  by 
the  policy  subsequently  adopted  by  the  legislature 
which  placed  the  whole  subject  of  the  control  of 
these  lands,  and  the  appropriation  of  their  proceeds, 
in  the  hands  of  the  several  counties,  and  released 
them  from  all  the  liabilities  and  obligations  thereto¬ 
fore  imposed  upon  them  respecting  them.” 

Lawrence  County  was  among  those  where  con¬ 
siderable  effort  was  made  to  effect  drainage  with 
the  funds  procured  from  swamp  lands.  This  county, 
in  1849,  had  obtained  permission  from  the  General 
Assembly  to  levy  a  special  tax  not  to  exceed  five 
cents  on  each  one  hundred  dollars  valuation  for  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  a  levee 
from  Russellville  on  the  Wabash  to  the  mouth  of 
the  Embarrass  River.34  County  orders  were  issued 
at  5  per  cent  interest  and  some  work  had  been 
accomplished.  When  swamp  land  grants  were  made 
available,  there ,  was  disposition  on  the  part  of 
county  officers  to  find  further  solution  of  the  drain¬ 
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age  problems  of  the  county.  Eighteen  thousand 
acres  of  land  were  filed  on  by  the  county  and  sub¬ 
jected  to  sale  as  swamp  lands  at  the  Palestine  land 
office.35  The  records  of  the  county  court  indicate 
that  $18,000  in  cash  and  notes  were  received  from 
the  sale  as  of  September  7,  1855.36 

Similar  records  are  available  in  other  counties. 
Some  difficulties  in  collecting  payments  for  lands 
were  due  to  early  defects  in  titles  available  to  pur¬ 
chasers  as  well  as  failure  of  county  officials  to 
effect  drainage. 

Mason  county,  in  1853,  procured  the  passage  of 
a  law  permitting  the  levy  and  collection  for  drain- 

"Swamp  Land  Record ,  County  Clerk’s  office,  Lawrence  County. 

"A  report  of  the  Commission,  filed  in  the  county  clerk’s  office  in  1857  reported 
that  they  were  accountable  for  $18,498.99  as  follows: 


Orders  for  cutting  ditches . $  3,407.27 

Uncollected  debts .  13,650.28 

Cash  on  hand .  1,441.44 


" Laws ,  18+9,  p.  134. 
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age  purposes  of  an  additional  fifty  cents  on  each 
one  hundred  dollars  valuation,  for  the  year  1853, 
on  certain  lands  in  two  townships  in  addition  to 
the  proceeds  of  sales  of  all  swamp  lands  or  over¬ 
flowed  lands  in  these  townships.37  Three  special 
drainage  commissioners  were  appointed  to  receive 
the  proceeds  of  this  levy  from  the  county  collector 
and  to  apply  same  to  draining  and  reclaiming  the 
lands.  There  are  evidences  that  these  commis¬ 
sioners  continued  for  several  years  with  this  project. 
In  1859,  they  procured  the  passage  of  an  act  per¬ 
mitting  them  to  employ  an  engineer,  to  classify 
the  lands  into  three  groups,  upon  which  were 
levied  charges  of  thirty,  forty,  and  fifty  cents  an 
acre,  respectively.38  They  also  obtained  passage 
at  the  next  session  of  the  General  Assembly,  of  an 
act  which  recited  substantially,  “these  acts  are 
hereby  legalized  notwithstanding  any  informality 
as  to  time  of  returning  assessment  or  any  other 
informality.”39 

Iroquois  County  seems  to  have  proceeded  in  a 
well  planned  manner  to  dispose  of  its  swamp  lands 
as  well  as  to  provide  adequate  drainage  for  them. 
The  county  court  was  authorized  to  appoint  an 
engineer  to  survey  all  swamp  lands  and  to  recom¬ 
mend  an  effectual  and  thorough  system  of  drain¬ 
age.40  Valuations  on  and  prices  for  all  swamp 
lands  were  fixed  by  the  county  court  and  an  allow¬ 
ance  was  made  in  the  sale  price  if  the  purchaser 
himself  undertook  to  effect  the  drainage.  Title  to 
the  lands  was  withheld  until  the  drainage  was 
Completed  and  the  purchaser  was  given  not  less 
than  one  year  or  more  than  two  to  drain  the  lands 
effectively.  If  the  drainage  was  to  be  done  by  the 
county,  the  purchaser  was  given  eight  months  in 
which  to  pay  the  drainage  costs;  title  was  then 
issued  to  him  upon  payment.  In  1857,  a  law  was 
enacted  which  required  that  all  lands  not  drained  by 
purchasers  eight  months  after  title  passed  should 
be  forfeited ;  apparently  this  permitted  the  replevin 
of  lands  in  which  faulty  drainage  had  been  effected 
to  secure  title.41 

The  most  extreme  case  of  disposition  of  such 
lands  was  in  Lee,  Bureau,  Whiteside,  and  Henry 
counties,  where  the  county  boards  of  supervisors 
deeded  the  swamp  lands  to  a  private  company  with 
the  approval  of  the  General  Assembly  which  had 
granted  it  a  charter.  The  great  Winnebago  Swamp, 
covering  parts  of  these  four  counties,  had  been 
long  a  problem  for  travellers  and  a  menace  to  the 

"Laws,  1863,  p.  247. 

"Public  Laws,  1869,  p.  104. 

"Public  Laws,  1881,  p.  144. 

"Laws,  1866,  p.  624. 

41 Private  Laws,  1867,  p.  925. 
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health  of  inhabitants  for  many  miles  around.  A 
charter  was  granted  in  1855  by  the  general  assembly 
to  the  “Winnebago  Swamp  Drainage  Company”, 
“for  the  purpose  of  draining  and  reclaiming,  and 
rendering  healthful  any  or  all  part  or  portion  of 
that  county  lying  in  Lee,  Bureau,  Whiteside  and 
Henry  counties.”42  It  was  empowered  to  dig  ditfches, 
sluices,  and  outlets  for  standing  waters.  More 
significant  than  these  general  powers,  which  had 
previously  been  granted  to  private  corporations 
several  times,  was  the  provision  that  “the  said 
counties  are  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to 

"Laws,  1866,  p.  592. 
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negotiate  with  said  company  for  the  purpose  of 
draining,  reclaiming,  and  rendering  healthful  the 
aforesaid  swamp  lands  either  by  payments  in  money 
or  by  appropriating  all  or  any  portion  of  said 
swamp  lands”.  This  company  operated  for  several 
years  as  evidenced  by  a  Supreme  Court  case  in  an 
action  begun  in  1867  by  the  board  of  supervisors 
of  Henry  County  to  recover  $3,616  paid  by  the 
governor  to  the  Winnebago  Swamp  Company  from 
the  swamp  land  funds.43  There  is  little  evidence 
of  any  effective  work;  some  drainage  was  done 
incidental  to  the  construction  of  the  Winnebago 
swamp  plank  road  several  years  later  (another 
charter  company) .  For  the  most  part,  however,  the 
drainage  was  accomplished  many  years  later  by 
several  drainage  districts. 

While  actually  large  areas  of  lands  were  sold 
under  the  Swamp  Land  Act  of  1850  and  consider¬ 
able  money  realized,  the  drainage  effected  was 
negligible  and  operation  of  the  Federal  act  in  Illi¬ 
nois  cannot  be  said  to  have  contributed  more  than 
slightly  to  reclamation  or  land  drainage.  There  are 
no  areas  in  this  state,  sold  as  swamp  lands,  where 
the  drainage  system  has  not  been  constructed  and 
paid  for  much  later  by  drainage  districts. 

DRAINAGE  BY  EXISTING  GOVERNMENTAL 

UNITS 

The  French  Settlements — Running  parallel 
with  the  story  of  attempts  to  drain  lands  by  exercise 
of  common  law  rights,  by  chartering  private  cor¬ 
porations,  and  by  use  of  proceeds  of  grants  under 
the  Swamp  Land  Act,  were  attempts  by  regular 

**Cf  Board  of  Supervisors  v.  the  Winnebago  Swamp  Drainage  Company,  52  Ill. 
289  (1868). 


governmental  units — counties,  townships,  and  cities. 
Earliest  of  these  efforts  was  in  the  village  of 
Cahokia,  on  the  Mississippi  River.  The  inhabitants 
of  this  French  settlement  had  known  for  nearly  a 
hundred  years  the  dangers  of  the  Mississippi  River 
at  flood  tide.  In  1826,  on  their  petition,  the  General 
Assembly  made  it  possible  for  the  village  to  pro¬ 
vide  protection  through  governmental  action.44  The 
village  was  authorized  to  raise  a  levee  on  the  bank 
opposite  the  town.  The  General  Assembly  designated 
the  village  “as  a  road  district  for  the  purposes  of 
erecting  such  a  levee”.  A  supervisor  was  elected 
and  given  the  same  powers  as  the  supervisors  of 
the  first  road  districts;  namely,  that  of  extracting 
taxes  to  be  paid  in  labor. 

Another  French  settlement,  Prairie  Du  Rocher, 
petitioned  the  General  Assembly  and  secured  the 
right  to  appoint  three  of  its  citizens,  Leon  Vion, 
Antoine  Albert,  and  Felix  Mudd,  to  the  task  of 
constructing  ditches,  embankments,  and  other 
devices  to  drain  the  lands  lying  in  their  commons.45 
Expenses  were  assessed  upon  the  land  benefited  and 
assessments  were  collected  by  the  sheriff.  The 
county  court  in  turn  was  empowered  to  render  judg¬ 
ment  upon  any  lands  for  non-payment  of  assess¬ 
ments. 

Shawneetown — Along  the  southeastern  border  of 
the  state,  on  the  Ohio  river  just  below  its  confluence 
with  the  Wabash  was  another  early  settlement, 
Shawneetown.  This  city,  one  of  the  largest  and 
most  important  Illinois  towns  in  early  years,  at¬ 
tained  a  position  of  prominence  because  of  the  great 
number  of  boats  that  made  it  a  stopping  place  and 
the  location  there  of  the  salt  works.  River  traffic 
was  the  only  transportation  available  to  Illinois  in 
the  first  years  after  statehood.  The  location  was, 
however,  highly  undesirable  in  view  of  dangers 
arising  from  high  waters.  In  its  original  charter 
granted  at  the  Territorial  legislature  in  1814,  there 
were  provisions  for  constructing  and  maintaining 
levees.  From  about  its  first  year  the  city  of  Shaw¬ 
neetown  began  a  fight  against  the  ravages  of  floods 
that  was  not  to  end  until  1937  when  the  Federal 
government  undertook  to  move  the  town  to  a  higher 
and  safer  location  some  five  miles  inland  from  the 
river,  the  necessity  for  accommodating  river  traffic 
having  long  since  disappeared.  In  1861,  the  city 
secured  an  amendment  to  its  charter  which  excepted 
all  lands  within  its  limits  from  the  payment  of  State 
taxes  for  a  period  of  twenty  years.  During  this 
period,  the  city  agreed  to  levy  a  tax  at  least  equal 
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to  the  amount  of  the  State  tax  for  the  construction 
of  embankment  and  levees.46  This  amendment, 
however,  was  held  unconstitutional  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  1872  on  grounds  that  it  was  void  even 
under  the  Constitution  of  1848.47 

Counties  and  Townships — In  1861  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  Tazewell  county  was  given  authority 
by  the  general  assembly  to  levy  a  tax  sufficient  to 
drain  certain  lands  in  Malone  township.48  Com¬ 
missioners  were  appointed  to  employ  an  engineer, 
and  to  draw  plans  and  to  levy  a  tax  not  to  exceed 
sixty  cents  an  acre.  The  requirement  that  the 
proposition  be  submitted  to  a  vote  proved  its  down¬ 
fall  for  the  electorate  in  exercising  its  right  of 
franchise  defeated  the  proposition  at  the  polls. 

In  the  efforts  of  county  and  township  units  of 
government  to  effect  drainage,  there  is  found  one 
essential  lacking  in  the  private  chartered  companies, 
namely,  that  the  work  was  to  be  undertaken  and 
the  moneys  raised  by  elected  representatives  of 
the  people.  The  General  Assembly  was  apparently 
within  its  right  in  delegating  additional  duties  to 
these  units  of  government. 

Will  county,  in  the  same  year,  1861,  elected  nine 
drainage  commissioners  with  power  to  construct 
drainage  works  and  to  assess  the  costs.49  The  Board 
of  Directors  for  Leveeing  the  Wabash  River  and 
its  Tributaries  in  Allison  Prairie,  consisting  of 
three  elected  members,  was  created  in  1865.50  In 
the  same  year  Champaign  county  provided  for  the 
election  of  commissioners  to  drain  “lands  flowed 
by  the  Big  Slough  and  Wild  Cat  Slough  in  the 
townships  of  Peru,  Rantoul,  East  Bend,  and  New¬ 
comb”.51  The  commissioners  were  authorized  to 
classify  lands  into  three  classes  to  levy  assessments 
“sufficient  to  complete  the  drainage”  but  not  to 
exceed  fifty  cents  an  acre,  and  to  spread  the  assess¬ 
ments  upon  the  books  of  the  county  collector  to  be 
collected  by  him.  Little  is  known  of  the  actual 
functioning  of  any  of  these  boards  or  the  success 
of  their  efforts. 

In  Cook  and  Lake  counties  several  rather  suc¬ 
cessful  early  attempts  were  made  at  forming  govern¬ 
mental  units  for  drainage  purposes.  In  1852,  the 
“Cook  County  Drainage  Commissioners”  were 
created  to  appraise  the  damages,  assess  costs,  and 
collect  charges  “upon  lands  benefited  in  Town¬ 
ships  37,  38,  39  and  40”  52  These  elected  officers 

44 Private  Laws,  1861,  p.  272 

4,People  ex  rel  v.  Barger  62  Ill.  452  (1872). 

44 Public  Laws,  1861,  p.  200. 

44 Public  Laws,  1861,  p.  272. 

10 Private  Laws,  1865,  vol.  2.  p.  9. 

41 Private  Laws,  1865,  vol.  2,  p.  178. 

41 Laws ,  1858,  Second  Session,  p.  240. 


were  still  functioning  ten  years  later,  as  evidenced 
by  the  fact  that  they  secured  the  passage  of  a  law 
requiring  the  school  township  treasurers  of  these 
townships  to  pay  drainage  assessments  assessed 
against  “Section  Sixteen”  school  lands.53  In  1853, 
the  citizens  of  Township  40  apparently  seceded  and 
secured  the  passage  of  a  law  incorporating  three 
elected  commissioners  (elected  at  annual  township 
meeting)  known  as  “Drainage  Commissioners  of  the 
Town  of  Jefferson”.54 

The  Cook  and  Lake  County  Drainage  Company, 
in  reality  a  governmental  unit,  was  incorporated 
in  1855  and  placed  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
circuit  court.55  This  corporation  had  charge  of 
wet  lands  in  Townships  42,  43,  44,  and  45  in  both 
Cook  and  Lake  Counties.  Later  that  same  year 
Townships  41  and  42  secured  the  passage  of  a  most 
comprehensive  charter  for  five  commissioners 
known  as  “The  Drainage  Commissioners”.56  These 
elected  officers  had  broad  powers  and  could  be  re¬ 
moved  by  the  county  judge.  They  were  empowered 
to  “survey,  lay  out,  locate,  construct,  complete 
and  alter  ditches,  embankments,  culverts,  bridges, 
and  roads”.  For  the  first  time  in  any  charter  there 
is  a  requirement  that  the  proposal  for  work  to  be 
done  shall  be  published  as  a  legal  notice.  The  justice 
of  assessments  could  be  tried  before  a  jury  in  any 
court  of  record  in  Cook  County.  Furthermore, 
assessments  were  to  become  a  lien  upon  property, 
judgment  could  be  obtained,  and  the  sheriff  was 
authorized  to  sell  lands. 

In  1867  this  charter  was  amended,  changing  the 
number  of  commisioners  to  seven  and  extending 
their  powers  over  the  entire  County  of  Cook.57  “The 
Lake  County  Drainage  Commissioners”  secured,  in 
1863  a  charter,  differing  somewhat  with  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  lands  in  Townships  44  and  45.  These  com¬ 
missioners  were  appointed  and  were  to  perpetuate 
themselves  by  succession,  had  the  power  to  borrow 
money,  and  to  levy  assessments,  with  appeal  to  cir¬ 
cuit  court  reserved.  The  assessments  were  to  become 
a  lien  upon  the  property  assessed,  and  the  county 
treasurer  was  to  be  treasurer  of  the  district.58  Each 
commissioner  was  to  be  allowed  a  compensation  of 
$1.50  a  day  for  each  day  in  which  he  was  actually 
engaged  in  work. 

Township  Drainage  Law  of  1865 — The  first 
general  law  in  Illinois  conferring  powers  to  act  for 
land  drainage  was  enacted  in  1865.  This  statute 

uPublic  Laws,  1861,  p.  587. 

**Law8,  1865,  p.  49. 

uLaw8,  1866,  p.  635. 

MLaws,  1866,  p.  576. 

»7 Private  Laws,  1867,  vol.  1.  p.  909. 
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gave  certain  powers  to  the  officers  of  civil  town¬ 
ships.59  Landowners  who  desired  to  drain  lands 
by  entering  upon  the  lands  of  another  might  appeal 
to  the  township  highway  commissioners,  who  were 
an  ex-officio  board  of  drainage  commissioners.  After 
due  notice  this  board  was  to  determine  the  benefits, 
if  any,  which  might  accrue  to  the  lands  across  which 
the  proposed  drain  was  to  flow.  They  then  were  to 
require  landowners  to  construct  the  drain ;  if  owners 
failed  to  do  so,  permission  could  be  granted  to  enter 
upon  the  lands,  construct  the  drain,  and  to  recover 
expenses..  Appeals  from  the  acts  of  the  ex-officio 
board  of  drainage  commissioners  might  be  taken 
to  a  special  board  consisting  of  one  justice  of  the 
peace,  the  town  supervisor,  and  the  town  clerk.  The 
decisions  of  this  board  were  to  be  final.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act  were  to  apply  to  all  counties 
except  McHenry,  Kane,  and  Cook  where  similar 
laws  were  already  in  force. 

In  1867  McHenry  and  Kane  counties  were  brought 
under  the  general  law.90  The  supervisors  of  roads 
in  commission  counties  were  made  ex-officio  drain¬ 
age  commissioners  by  the  1867  amendment.  Minor 
Changes  requiring  notice,  hearings,  etc.  were  also 
included  in  this  act.  In  1869,  a  third  amendment  to 
the  township  drainage  law  was  enacted.61  This 
extended  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  coal  lands 
and  mines  and  further  required  that  assessments 
be  spread  on  the  books  of  the  county  collector  and 
be  collected  by  him.  In  the  operation  of  this  initial 
general  drainage  law  were  to  be  found  the  ex¬ 
periences  which  gave  rise  to  many  sections  in  the 
first  drainage  law  of  the  State,  soon  to  be  enacted. 
The  Harward  case  forever  precluded  the  granting 
of  special  charters — a  prohibition  included  ex¬ 
pressly  in  the  Constitution  of  1870  a  year  later. 
But  through  the  numerous  failures  there  had  been 
aroused  considerable  sentiment  for  a  clause  in  the 
new  constitution  which  would  permit  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  governmental  units  known  as  drainage 
districts. 

DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  ACT  OF  1871 

Repeated  failures  of  attempts  to  provide  satis¬ 
factory  drainage  led  to  a  movement  for  the  inclusion 
of  an  article  on  the  subject  in  the  Constitution.  The 
Debates  and  Proceedings  of  the  Constitutional  Con¬ 
vention  of  1869  indicate  early  interest  in  the  ques¬ 
tion.62 

uPublic  Laws,  1886,  p.  50. 

“For  special  law  on  McHenry  and  Kane  counties,  cf.  Private  Laws,  1866,  vol.  1. 
p.  555.  The  highway  commissioners  in  these  counties  were  authorized  to  construct 
drains  and  to  assess  damages  and  costs;  appeal  was  to  the  board  of  supervisors. 
Public  Laws,  1867,  p.  92,  brought  these  counties  under  the  provisions  of  the  general 
law. 

•* Public  Laws,  1869,  p.  167. 


“Mr.  Atkins  offered  the  following  resolution 
which  was  read  by  the  Secretary  and  referred  to 
the  committee  on  the  Bill  of  Rights: 

Resolved  that  the  committee  on  Bill  of  Rights 
be  instructed  to  inquire  into  the  expediency  and 
necessity  of  embodying  in  the  Bill  of  Rights  in  the 
Constitution  the  following  provision: 

“General  laws  may  be  passed  permitting  the  own¬ 
ers  or  occupants  of  lands  to  construct  and  maintain 
necessary  drains  and  ditches  for  agricultural  pur¬ 
poses  across  the  lands  of  others  under  proper  re¬ 
strictions  and  just  compensation  but  no  special  laws 
shall  be  enacted  for  that  purpose.” 

The  auditor  of  public  accounts  was  requested 
to  furnish  to  the  Convention  a  statement  of  drain¬ 
age  projects  then  in  operation  deriving  revenues 
from  the  state  treasury  under  various  charters.  His 
report  follows:63 

“The  American  Bottom  Levee  Company  gets  the 
state  tax  on  all  property  assessed  in  four  townships 
in  St.  Clair  county,  for'  five  years,  under  Private 
Laws,  1867,  vol.  2,  p.  795.  Assessed  valuation  of 
said  townships  in  1867,  $1,534,125.  Estimated 
revenue  from  tax  of  1869,  $12,273. 

“ The  St.  Clair  and  Monroe  Drainage  Company 
gets  the  state  tax  on  the  increased  valuation  of  sub¬ 
sequent  years  over  valuation  of  1859,  for  fifteen 
years  from  1865,  under  Private  Laws,  1865,  vol  2, 
p.  2,  in  certain  districts  in  the  counties  of  St.  Clair 
and  Monroe.  Estimated  amount  of  State  revenue 
tax  for  1869  in  surplus  valuation  of  1869  over  1859, 
$2,000. 

“The  Kaskaskia  River  Navigation  Company  under 
Private  Laws,  1869,  p.  872,  gets  the  state  tax  on 
all  property  assessed  in  nine  townships  for  ten  years 
in  Randolph  county.  Net  valuation  in  1868  amounts 
to  $1,089,555.  Estimated  amount  State  revenue  tax 
for  1869  thus  given,  $8,400. 

“Alexander  County  under  Public  Laws,  1869, 
p.  330  gets  all  state  tax  collected  in  said  county  for 
the  years  1869-70.  Estimated  amount  of  revenue 
from  tax  for  1869,  $14,000. 

“City  of  Shawneetown  (Gallatin  county)  by  its 
charter,  Private  Laws,  1861,  p.  272,  gets  state  tax 
on  all  property  assessed  in  said  city  for  twenty 
years.  Revenue  from  state  tax  on  assessment  1869, 
in  said  city  said  to  exceed  $3,500. 

“Wabash  River  and  its  Tributaries  in  Allison 
Prairie  Levee  Company  (Lawrence  County)  gets  the 
state  tax  on  all  property  assessed  in  six  townships 
for  ten  years  from  1866.  Private  Laws,  1867,  p.  305, 
vol.  2.  The  property  in  these  townships  assessed 
for  1868,  $418,461.  Estimated  revenue  state  tax 
for  1869,  $3,300. 


62 Debates  and  Proceedings  of  the  Constitutional  Convention,  1869-1870,  vol.  1,  p.  481. 
Also  cf.  pp.  74,  1588-89,  1591,  1791,  and  2621. 

M Debates  and  Proceedings,  vol.  1,  p.  413-14. 
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In  due  course,  section  31  of  Article  IV  was  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Constitution  of  1870  and  adopted  by 
the  voters  of  Illinois. 

"Section  31.  The  General  Assembly  may  pass 
laws  permitting  the  owners  or  occupants  of  lands 
to  construct  drains  and  ditches  for  agricultural  and 
sanitary  purposes  across  the  lands  of  others.” 

Enactment  of  this  section  has  been  attributed 
largely  to  the  efforts  of  “certain  gentlemen  living 
in  Pike  county  who  were  interested  in  the  reclama¬ 
tion  of  a  large  tract  of  land.  .  .  about  fifty-two  miles 
in  length  and  containing  110,000  acres.”64 

It  was  these  “levee  interests”  who  secured,  in 
1871,  the  passage  of  a  law  permitting  the  organiza¬ 
tion  of  drainage  districts  under  the  supervision  of 
the  county  court,  and  in  certain  instances  under 
justices  of  the  peace.65  Into  this  law  were 
incorporated  most  of  the  procedures  found  neces¬ 
sary  and  expedient  through  various  experimental 
attempts  of  earlier  years.  A  petition  by  landowners, 
describing  the  proposed  work,  was  filed  with  the 
court  which  appointed  three  commissioners  to  draw 
plans,  estimate  costs,  and  prepare  an  assessment 
roll.  Costs  were  not  to  exceed  benefits,  due  notice 
and  hearings  were  required,  and  damages  and 
assessments  were  required  to  be  awarded  and 
assessed  in  favor  of  and  against  each  tract  separ¬ 
ately.  Jury  hearings  might  be  required  and  appeals 
or  writs  of  error  were  allowed.  Commissioners 
were  given  the  alternative  of  collecting  installments 
themselves  or  they  might  certify  the  roll  to  the 
county  clerk  “to  be  collected  and  enforced  in  the 
same  manner  as  state  and  county  taxes.” 

It  would  appear  that  the  act  provided  for  a  fairly 
stable  and  satisfactory  form  of  organization  for 
drainage  districts.  Indeed,  most  of  its  provisions 
are  found  today  in  the  effective  drainage  laws  of 
Illinois.  An  amending  act  in  1872  provided  that 
drainage  districts  could  register  their  bonds  with 
the  auditor  of  public  accounts.66  In  1873,  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  law  required  ten  per  cent  interest  on  un¬ 
paid  installments  “from  the  time'  of  confirmation 
of  the  assessment  roll”.  (The  original  act  of  1871 
read,  “at  the  time  they  become  payable”). 

Although  it  is  not  known  how  many  drainage 
districts  were  organized  under  the  Drainage  Law 
of  1871,  records  of  several  such  enterprises  are 
found  in  Supreme  Court  cases.  In  Ford  County, 
a  district  was  formed  in  a  hearing  before  a  justice 
of  peace.67  The  Sny  Island  Drainage  District,  in 

“Address  of  Thomas  Wcjrthington,  First  Annual  Report  Association  of  Drainage 
and  Levee  Districts  of  Illinois  (1911),  p.  60. 

“Laws,  1871-71,  p.  556. 

“For  further  discussion  of  this  procedure,  see  chap.  iii. 

"Gilkeraon  v.  Scott,  76  Ill.  510  (1875). 


Calhoun,  Pike,  and  Adams  counties,  was  formed 
immediately  after  the  passage  of  the  law. 

Wabash  River  Levee — Judge  John  B.  Harper, 
sitting  in  the  Crawford  county  court  in  1872,  heard 
a  petition  for  and  granted  the  organization  of  the 
Wabash  River  Levee  (Drainage  District).  This 
district  actually  constructed  a  levee  more  than  five 
miles  in  length  along  the  Wabash  River  in  LaMotte 
township,  Crawford  county.68  The  original  estimate, 
filed  with  the  county  court  stated  that  138,000 
cubic  yards  of  dirt  were  required  to  construct  the 
levee  and  it  will  cost  $31,837.  It  was  later  discovered 
that  to  protect  and  preserve  the  levee,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  construct  an  additional  levee,  2,000 
yards  in  length  across  McCoy’s  Slough,  a  4,000  yard 
levee  across  Walker’s  Slough,  and  to  drain  Big  Pond. 
A  revised  estimate,  including  these  costs,  filed  with 
the  court,  included  $1,200  for  administrative  hosts. 
The  total  assessment  of  $34,888  was  levied  at  a  rate 
of  $11.20  an  acre  againsf  3,115  acres.  This  assess¬ 
ment  was  payable  in  five  annual  installments  be¬ 
ginning  in  1872.  By  agreement  between  landowners 
and  the  commissioners,  the  work  was  to  be  done 
by  day  labor  at  a  rate  of  $4.50  per  ten-hour  day, 
the  laborer  to  furnish  team  and  scraper.  Payment 
was  to  be  made  on  the  first  day  of  January  follow¬ 
ing  completion  of  the  work  in  ten  per  cent  interest- 
bearing  levee  bonds.  The  bonds,  redeemable  in 
four  years  or  at  the  discretion  of  the  commissioners, 
were  first  issued  on  January  1,  1873.  The  Report 
of  the  Commissioners,  filed  with  the  county  court 
on  October  10,  1872,  stated  that  work  commenced 
in  September  with  six  teams  and  was  augmented 
until  fifty-three  teams  were  in  use.  They  further 
reported  that  a  wider  top  to  the  levee  was  required 
and  estimates  were  being  exceeded.  Bonds  were 
issued  on  January  1,  1873,  in  the  sum  of  $9,961,  and 
in  1874,  $7,155.19.  Some  payments  to  teamsters 
were  evidently  in  cash.  In  1874  the  commissioners 
petitioned  the  court  for  an  additional  assessment 
of  $12,900  to  be  payable  in  three  installments  and 
bearing  ten  per  cent  interest.  A  copy  of  the  report 
follows : 


1st  Inst.  1872 _ $  6,977.60 

Forfeited  .  367.36 

Amt.  Coill .  6,610.24 

2nd  Inst.  1873....  7,393.20 

Forfeited  .  371.68 

Amt.  Coll .  7,021.52 

Amt.  Interest  ....  1,188.25 

Forfeited  .  467.11 


Amt.  Coll .  721.14 

Amt.  Expended  to 
1/1/1874  .  44,375.11 

Amt.  Expended 

Since  .  1,357.25 

Total  Amt 

Expended  .  45,732.36 

Indebtedness  Paid.  13,266.17 
Outstanding  .  32,466.19 


“Historical  data  about  the  Wabash  River  Levee  was  abstracted  from  Crawford 
county  records  by  Harry  E.  Buckles,  district  field  supervisor  for  the  Tax  Com¬ 
mission. 
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CRAWFORD  COUNTY 

1872 


On  the  hearing  for  the  second  assesment,  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  property  owners  objected  on  grounds 
of  (1)  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  of  the  General 
Assembly  of  1871;  (2)  the  power  of  the  commis¬ 
sioners  to  construct  a  levee  as  a  principal  work ;  and 
(3)  the  power  of  the  commissioners  to  issue  bonds 
directly  to  laborers  in  payment  for  services.  These 
objections  were  upheld  by  the  Crawford  county 
court.  The  commissioners  appealed  to  the  circuit 
court,  where  Judge  James  C.  Allen  also  held  for  the 
property  owners.  The  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Illinois  resulted  in  one  of  the  most  important  of 


all  Illinois  drainage  decisions,  Updike  v.  Wright.69 
An  injunction  against  the  commissioners  was  ob¬ 
tained  and  collections  and  construction  discontin¬ 
ued.70  The  court  held  for  the  property  owners  and 
denied  the  constitutionality  of  the  Drainage  Law  of 
1871. 

The  decision  made  it  virtually  impossible  for  any 
law  to  be  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  under 
Section  31.  While  it  did  not  deny  the  right  of  the 
General  Assembly  to  pass  laws  permitting  the  for¬ 
mation  of  such  districts,  it  denied  the  right  of  such 
districts  to  levy  special  assessments.  It  further 
interpreted  the  brief  language  of  the  Constitution 
as  prohibiting  the  creation  of  levee  districts.  The 
court  said : 

“Apparently,  an  effort  was  made  to  have  the  law 
enacted  conform  to  the  constitutional  provisions  in 
every  particular.  Hence,  it  is  declared  the  work 
to  be  done  is  the  construction  of  drains  and  ditches 
for  agricultural  and  sanitary  purposes,  and  if  it 
becomes  necessary,  in  the  construction  of  a  system 
of  drainage,  that  a  “levee  or  other  work”  be  adopted 
to  make  that  system  available,  such  levee  or  other 
work  may  be  constructed  under  the  provisions  of 
the  statute.  But  it  is  nowhere  intimated  the  owners 
or  occupants  of  lands  may  undertake,  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  law,  the  building  and  maintenance  of 
an  immense  levee  on  the  borders  of  a  river  not 
connected  with  any  system  of  drainage  by  ditches. 
Neither  the  constitution  or  the  statute  contemplates 
any  such  work.  What  was  in  the  minds  of  the 
framers  of  the  constitution,  and  the  legislators  who 
enacted  the  law  in  pursuance  of  its  provision,  must 
have  been  the  drainage  of  lands  by  means  of  drains 
and  ditches,  and  what  is  said  in  the  statute  on  the 
subjefct  of  a  “levee  or  other  work,”  is  always  in  con¬ 
nection  with  a  system  of  drainage  in  that  mode.  .  .  . 
It  is  only  in  connection  with  drainage  for  agricul¬ 
tural  and  sanitary  purposes  that  “levees  or  other 
works”  may  be  undertaken,  as  auxiliary  to  the 
drainage  of  the  lands . 

“We  do  not  understand  the  legislature  possesses 
plenary  power,  unlimited  and  unrestricted,  to  in¬ 
vest  whomsoever  it  may  choose  with  authority  to 
assess  and  collect  either  special  assessments  or  taxes 
for  every  conceivable  purpose.  As  we  have  seen, 
only  cities,  towns  and  villages  may  levy  special 
assessments  or  special  taxation  for  local  improve¬ 
ments,  and  all  other  municipalities  can  only  be 
vested  with  jurisdiction  to  assess  and  collect  taxes 
for  corporate  purposes,  and  that,  too,  under  the 
positive  inhibition  that  such  taxes  shall  be  uniform 
in  respect  to  persons  and  property.  It  would  seem, 
therefore  to  follow,  as  a  corollary  from  the  proposi¬ 
tions  stated,  that  neither  the  commissioners  or  the 
juries  selected,  nor  the  county  court  is  such  a  body 

'•Updike  v.  Wright  81  Ill.  49  (1876). 

’•There  is  no  record  of  any  further  activity  of  this  district.  Many  years  later,  in 
1910,  the  Tri-Pond  Drainage  District  was  orgainzed,  incorporating  all  the  land  up 
to  the  levee  but  it  did  not  incorporate  the  levee  itself,  which  stands  today  as  it  was 
abandoned  in  1875.  It  still  proves  effective  to  some  extent  against  high  water. 
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as,  under  the  constitution  may  be  given  power  to 
make  local  improvements  by  special  assessments 
or  by  special  taxation  upon  contiguous  property. 

“There  is  still  another  consideration  that  has  an 
important  bearing  on  the  decision  of  the  case.  The 
clause  of  the  constitution  we  have  been  considering, 
like  that  in  the  constitution  of  1848,  must  be  under¬ 
stood,  in  the  light  of  the  decisions  of  this  court,  as 
forbidding  the  General  Assembly  from  imposing  a 
burden,  by  taxation,  upon  any  locality,  without  the 
consent  of  the  citizens  affected. 

“Under  this  law,  the  people  whose  property  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  taxation  or  assessments  have  never  given  any 
consent  to  it,  if  we  exclude  those  who  may  have 
signed  the  petition  addressed  to  the  county  court. 
No  opportunity  was  afforded  them  to  do  so,  nor 
does  the  law  make  any  provision  for  submitting 
the  question  to  a  vote,  to  ascertain  the  will  of  those 
whose  property  is  to  be  subjected  to  this  local 
burden.  It  is  imposed  upon  them  under  the  statute, 
by  the  decision  of  the  county  court.  Obviously, 
that  section  of  the  constitution  that  declares  “the 
General  Assembly  may  pass  laws  permitting  the 
owners  or  occupants  of  lands  to  construct  drains 
or  ditches,  for  agricultural  and  sanitary  purposes,” 
implies  that  the  community  whose  property  is  to  be 
taxed  may  have  the  right  of  election  posed  upon 
them,  without  their  consent;  and  such  proceedings 
might  be  had  as  would  result  in  the  deprivation 
of  property.  Now  can  the  landowners  be  permitted 
to  construct  drains  and  ditches,  unless  some  election 
is  guaranteed  to  them?  The  language  employed 
implies  voluntary  action.” 

The  decision  in  Updike  v.  Wright  case  had  its  im¬ 
mediate  effect  not  only  on  the  Wabash  River  Levee 
but  on  proceedings  under  way  for  formation  of 
other  drainage  projects.  Some  tiling  and  minor 
ditch  operations  were  continued  as  organized  under 
the  township  drainage  law  of  1865.  Another  case, 
known  as  the  Webster  Case  and  concerned  with  the 
Sny  Island  Drainage  District,  was  at  this  time  pend¬ 
ing  before  the  Supreme  Court.71  In  an  unreported 
decision  of  1876,  the  court  pointed  to  Updike  v. 
Wright  and  declared  the  Sny  District  illegally  or¬ 
ganized.  It  became  apparent  to  drainage  interests 
that  the  only  course  that  lay  open  to  them  was  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  1870. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  AMENDMENT  OF  1878 

The  Sny-Carte  group,  with  a  $500,000  investment 
at  stake,  undertook  the  task  of  procuring  an  amend¬ 
ment.  The  adoption  of  Amendment  Number  One, 
in  1878, 72  added  the  following  section  to  the  con¬ 
stitution  : 


71Only  three  cases  on  the  Drainage  Law  of  1871  were  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court. 
Updike  v.  Wright;  the  Webster  Case;  and  Gilkerson  v.  Scott,  76  Ill.  509,  supra,  which 
construes  points  concerning  assessment  and  is  immaterial  as  regards  the  validity  of 
the  law. 


“Drains  and  Ditches.  The  General  Assembly  may 
pass  laws  permitting  the  owners  of  lands  to  con¬ 
struct  drains,  ditches,  and  levees  for  agricultural, 
sanitary,  or  mining  purposes  across  the  lands  of 
others,  and  provide  for  the  organization  of  drainage 
districts  and  vest  the  corporate  authorities  thereof, 
with  power  to  construct  and  maintain  levees,  drains, 
ditches,  and  levees  heretofore  constructed  under  the 
laws  of  this  State  by  special  assessments  upon  the 
property  benefited  thereby.” 

The  pronouncement  in  Updike  v.  Wright,  “The 
object  of  the  drainage  law  is  the  drainage  of  land 
for  agricultural  or  sanitary  purposes  by  means  of 
drains  and  ditches,  and  it  is  only  in  Connection  with 
a  system  of  drainage  that  a  levee  or  other  work  may 
be  undertaken  as  auxiliary  to  the  drainage  oi 
lands”,  apparently  had  its  effect  in  determining 
the  policy  of  the  General  Assembly  after  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  1878.73  Two  separate  and  distinct  drainage 
laws  in  1879 — the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act,  and  the 
Farm  Drainage  Act  were  passed  after  sixty  years  of 
attempts  and  failures  to  provide  an  effective  method 
of  drainage  financing.74 

An  early  test  of  the  constitutionality  of  the 
Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879  was  made.  In  Blake 
v.  People,  the  Sny-Carte  Slough  project  was  again 
involved  in  legal  difficulties.75  In  1880  immediately 
after  the  passage  of  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of 
1879,  the  promoters  of  the  scheme  for  a  levee  along 
the  Mississippi  had  organized  the  Sny  Island  Levee 
Drainage  District,  which  organization  was  imme- 


72The  total  vote  cast  at  the  election  of  1878  was  448,796;  of  this  number  295,960  or 
65.9  per  cent  voted  for  the  drainage  amendment;  60,081  or  13.4  per  cent  against  it; 
and  92,755  did  not  vote  on  the  proposition.  A  necessary  majority  of  224,399  had  been 
obtained  and  the  proposition  became  effective. 

7*The  following  is  a  list  of  Illinois  Supreme  Court  Decisions  pertaining  to  land 
drainage  prior  to  1879; 

Year 

Case  and  Drainage  Project 

Citation 

1876 

Updike  v.  Wright 

81  Ill.  49 

1875 

Gilkerson  v.  Scott 

76  Ill.  509 

1870 

Gage  v.  Graham  (Cook  County  Drainage  Commis- 

sioners) 

57  IU.  144 

Hessler  v.  Drainage  Commissioners 

53  IU.  105 

1869 

Henry  County  Board  of  Supervisors  v.  The  Winnebago 

Swamp  Drainage  Company 

Harward  v.  St.  Clair  and  Monroe  Levee  and  Drainage 

52  Ill.  299  &  454 

Company 

51  IU.  130 

1868 

Becker,  The  People  ex  rel.  v.  Miner,  Auditor  (Ameri- 

can  Bottoms) 

46  IU.  384 

1866 

Board  of  Supervisors  of  Livingston  Co.  v.  Henneberry 

(Swamp  land  case) 

41  IU.  180 

1865 

Laney  v.  Jasper 

Bureau  County,  Supervisors  of,  v.  Newell  et  al  (Swamp 

39  IU. 46 

land) 

37  IU.  253 

1864 

Board  of  Supervisors  of  Bureau  Co.  v.  Thompson 

(Swamp  land  case) 

39  IU.  566 

1863 

Supervisors  of  Whiteside  Co.  v.  Burchell  et  al  (Swamp 

land) 

31  IU.  68 

1851 

McAvoy  v.  Long  et  al  (Illinois  Bottom) 

13  IU.  147 

7<Lawsof  1879,  pp.  120-141,  levee  and  drainage  act  (approved  and  in  force  May  29, 
1879),  and  pp.  142-159,  farm  drainage  act  (approved  May  29,  in  force  July  1,  1879). 
'•’•Blake  t.  People,  109  Ill.  504  (1884). 
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diately  challenged  by  M.  M.  Blake,  a  landowner 
against  whom  the  county  collector  had  secured  a 
judgment  for  an  unpaid  drainage  assessment.  The 
court  gave  recognition  to  the  earlier  difficulties  and 
construed  the  intent  of  the  amendment  expressed 
in  the  words:  “and  levees  heretofore  constructed 
under  the  laws  of  this  state”.  The  opinion  reads 
in  part: 

“ . The  (Sny)  levee . may  fairly  be  re¬ 

garded  as  falling  within  the  meaning  of  the  term 
‘under  any  law  of  the  state’.  This  is,  moreover, 
strengthened  by  the  history  of  the  constitutional 
amendment,  of  which  we  may  take  judicial  notice. 
There  was  no  law  in  force  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  levees  over  the  lands  of  others  (save  the 
Act  of  1871)  at  the  time  Updike  v.  Wright  and 
Webster  v.  Levee  Commissioners  were  decided.  To 
obviate  the  effect  of  these  decisions — allow  the  con¬ 
struction  of  levees,  as  well  as  drains,  upon  the  lands 
of  others, — and  to  authorize  the  formation  of  muni¬ 
cipal  corporations  for  the  purpose  of  constructing 
drains  and  levees,  the  amendment  to  section  31, 
Article  IV,  was  submitted  to  and  adopted  by  the 


people  at  the  November  election  in  1878.  The  Act 
of  May  29,  1879,  but  repeats,  in  this  respect  the 
language  of  that  amendment.  The  levees,  there¬ 
fore,  which  must  have  been  referred  to  because 
none  other  could  reasonably  have  been  intended, 
were  the  levees  which  had  been  constructed  but 
would  not  be  kept  in  repair  because  of  the  decisions 
in  Updike  v.  Wright  and  Webster  v.  Levee  Com¬ 
missioners.” 

This  case  upheld  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act 
of  1879,  gave  reassurance  of  the  legality  of  the 
newly  organized  Sny  Island  Levee  Drainage  Dis¬ 
trict  and,  in  addition,  decided  several  other  points 
at  issue  respecting  the  provisions  of  the  law  regard¬ 
ing  preliminary  organization,  notice  and  objections, 
and  collection  of  assessments.  The  way  was  at 
last  clear  for  the  legal  organization  of  quasi-govem- 
mental  units  clothed  with  the  limited  power  of  levying 
special  assessments  with  court  approval  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  effecting  the  long  needed  protection  from 
floods  and  the  drainage  of  excess  waters  from  agri¬ 
cultural  lands. 


CHAPTER  THREE 


PROCEDURE  UNDER  THE  LAWS  GOVERNING  THE  DRAINAGE  OF  RURAL  LANDS 
FOR  AGRICULTURAL,  SANITARY,  AND  MINING  PURPOSES 


As  indicated  earlier,  there  were  enacted,  after 
the  constitutional  amendment  in  1878,  two  separate 
and  distinct  acts  providing  for  drainage  of  rural 
lands.1  One  of  these  was  the  Drainage  and  Levee 
Act  of  1879,  designed  to  serve  'chiefly  large  districts 
whose  main  works  are  levees  for  flood  protection 
and  pumping  plants  for  the  prevention  of  inunda¬ 
tion  and  for  reclamation  of  swamp  lands.  The  other, 
also  enacted  in  1879,  providing  for  various  types  of 
drainage  district  organization,  was  designed  to 
serve  mainly  lands  needing  sub-surface  tiling,  open 
ditches,  and  other  works  to  effect  the  drainage  of 
surplus  waters.2  This  law  was  later  re-enacted  in 
1885  to  consolidate  amendments,  and  has  since  been 
known  as  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885.3  These 
two  bodies  of  drainage  law  have  continued  to  be 
separate  and  distinct  ever  since  their  enactment. 
Drainage  districts  organized  under  one  act  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  that  act  alone  and  derive  no  functions  or 
powers  from  the  other  act.  A  detailed  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  dual  functioning  of  the  drainage  laws 
is  found  in  Gauen  v.  Moredock  and  Ivy  Landing 
Drainage  District,  131,  Ill.  466,  in  which  it  is  stated : 

“The  General  Assembly,  at  its  session  in  1879, 
passed  two  entirely  separate  and  distinct  drainage 
acts,  the  first  being  entitled,  “An  Act  to  provide  for 
the  construction,  reparation  and  protection  of 
drains,  ditches  and  levees,  across  the  lands  of  others, 
for  agricultural,  sanitary  and  mining  purposes,  and 
to  provide  for  the  organization  of  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts.”  The  other  was  entitled,  “An  Act  to  provide 
for  the  organization  of  drainage  districts,  and  to 
provide  for  the  construction,  maintenance  and  repair 
of  drains  and  ditches,  by  special  assessment  on 
the  property  benefited  thereby.”  Both  acts  were  ap¬ 
proved  May  29,  1879,  the  first  taking  effect  on  the 
day  it  was  approved,  and  the  second  on  the  1st 
day  of  July  following.  Each  contained  the  follow¬ 
ing  provision:  “This  act  shall  not  be  construed  to 


Ut  should  also  be  noted  that  cities  and  villages  are  authorized  to  construct  levees 
and  to  effect  drainage.  See  Sjnith-Hurd,  Illinois  Annotated  Statutes ,  chap.  24,  sec. 
492,  496,  et  seq.,  and  649.  See  also  Mound  City  v.  Mason,  262  Ill.  392  (1914). 

*The  beginnings  of  this  act  may  be  found  in  the  first  township  drainage  law  of 
1865.  See  chap.  ii. 

•In  a  repealing  section  (Smith-Hurd,  Illinois  Annotated  Statutes,  chap.  42,  sec. 
163),  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885  specifically  stated  that  it  was  an  amendatory 
revision  and  consolidation  of  three  previously  enacted  laws;  the  act  of  1879  for  con¬ 
struction  of  drains  and  ditches,  and  amendatory  acts  thereto  of  1881  and  1883.  It 
also  made  reference  to  the  acts  of  1871,  1874,  1875  and  1877,  which  had  been  abandoned 
after  the  drainage  amendment  of  1878.  The  court  has  ruled  in  several  cases  on  the 
construction  and  application  of  this  repealing  clause  of  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of 
1885,  holding  that  drainage  districts  theretofore  organized  under  any  of  the  repealed 
acts  should  be  held  legally  organized;  and  further  that  “this  act  and  repealing  sec¬ 
tion  shall  not  affect  other  independent  laws  for  drainage  and  levees  not  herein  men¬ 
tioned,’1  (Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879).  See  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy 
R.  R.  V.  People.  212  Ill.  10$  (1904;  Cleary  v.  Hoebler,  207  HI.  97  (1904)  and  Doyle  v. 
Baughman,  24  IU.  App.  614. 


repeal  or  interfere  with  any  other  law  on  the  subject 
of  drainage  passed  by  this  General  Assembly.”  The 
first  of  these  acts  has  sometimes  been  termed  the 
Levee  Act,  and  the  second  the  Farm  Drainage  Act, 
and  those  terms  will  be  used  in  this  discussion  for 
the  purpose  of  distinguishing  them. 

“Each  act  was  amended  by  separate  acts  in  1881 
and  again  in  1883,  and  in  1885  two  separate  acts 
were  passed  by  the  General  Assembly,  the  one  pur¬ 
porting  to  be  a  revision  and  amendment  of  the  Levee 
Act  and  the  several  acts  amendatory  thereof,  and 
containing  the  following  provisions:  ‘This  act  shall 
not  be  construed  to  interfere  with  the  execution  and 
enforcement  of  other  laws  on  the  subject  of  drain¬ 
age  passed  by  this  General  Assembly.’  The  other 
act,  being  the  one  containing  said  section  72,  is  de¬ 
clared  to  be  ‘an  amendatory  revision  and  consolida¬ 
tion’  of  the  farm  drainage  act  and  the  two  acts 
amendatory  thereof,  and  said  act,  after  repealing 
the  three  acts  revised  and  consolidated,  and  certain 
other  prior  acts,  (but  not  including  the  Levee  Act 
or  any  of  its  amendments),  provides  as  follows: 
This  act  and  this  repealing  section  shall  not  affect 
other  independent  laws  for  drainage  and  levees  not 
herein  mentioned,  but  shall  be  construed,  as  an  in¬ 
dependent  act,  not  affecting  other  independent  drain¬ 
age  laws,  except  as  it  is  a  codification  and  amended 
successor  to  the  first  three  acts  mentioned  in  the 
repealing  section,  and  the  special  provisions  of  this 
act  for  their  own  class  of  districts  shall  apply  only 
to  such  districts,  but  the  general  provisions  applic¬ 
able  to  all  districts  shall  apply  to  all  districts  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  this  act. 

“The  provisions  above  cited  render  it  clear  that 
the  General  Assembly  has  undertaken  to  enact  two 
entirely  separate  and  independent  codes  of  law  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  subject  of  drainage  and  the  organiza¬ 
tion  and  government  of  drainage  districts.  While 
ordinary  acts  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  at 
the  same  session  and  relating  to  the  same  subject 
will  be  construed  together  as  forming  one  body  of 
law,  yet  this  is  so  only  by  virtue  of  a  rule  of  con¬ 
struction  which  must  yield  to  the  legislative  will 
when  properly  expressed.  It  does  not  admit  of 
doubt,  we  think,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  to  keep  these  two  codes  of  law  entirely 
distinct,  so  as  to  subject  drainage  districts  organized 
under  one  act  only  to  the  rules  provided  by  that  afct, 
the  provisions  of  the  other  independent  act  having 
in  such  case  no  application.  This  it  was  clearly 
competent  for  the  Legislature  to  do,  and  we  think 
their  intention  to  produce  that  result  is  too  clearly 
expressed  to  admit  of  any  possible  question.” 

Any  district  organized  under  one  act  may,  how¬ 
ever,  reorganize  under  the  other  if  it  so  desires. 
Many  large  districts  originally  organized  as  special 
districts  under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  have  since 
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reorganized  under  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  so 
that  at  present  most  large  districts  proceed  under 
the  Levee  Act.  These  two  bodies  of  drainage  law 
each  set  up  procedures  for  organization  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  districts. 

In  addition  to  the  differences  in  procedure  pro¬ 
vided  in  these  two  laws,  the  Farm  Drainage  Act 
in  itself  sets  up  five  different  types  of  districts  with 
a  different  organization  procedure  for  each  and  with 
supplementary  procedure  after  organization  for  one 
of  these,  the  special  drainage  district.  Moreover, 
numerous  minor  acts  have  been  passed  since  then 
applying  to  all  or  one  or  more  of  the  various  types 
of  districts,  and  it  has  not  always  been  clear  as  to 
which  types  of  districts  came  under  the  provisions 
of  these  various  acts,  and  in  some  instances  separate 
acts  appear  to  apply  to  districts  organized  under 
either  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879  or  the 
Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885. 

The  confusion  in  legal  provisions  resulting  from 
this  original  division  of  drainage  law  into  two  major 
and  several  minor  sets  of  procedure  has  grown  with 
each  passing  year.  In  spite  of  the  original  difference 
in  the  type  of  drainage  intended  to  be  provided  by 
the  districts  organized  under  each  act  there  is  little 
or  no  legal  distinction  in  purpose.  Districts  without 
levees  or  pumping  plants  but  providing  a  combined 
system  of  drainage  ditches  may  be  organized  and 
proceed  under  either  the  Farm  Drainage  A<ct  or  the 
Drainage  and  Levee  Act,4  although  several  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  are  applicable 
only  to  those  districts  constructing  or  maintaining 
levees  or  pumping  plants.  Districts  providing  pump¬ 
ing  plants  may  be  organized  and  proceed  under  the 
Drainage  and  Levee  Act  or  as  special  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  under  the  Farm  and  Drainage  Act.5  Districts 
constructing  or  maintaining  levees  can  be  organized 
and  proceed  under  the  Levee  Act6  or  as  special 
drainage  districts  under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act,7 
and  probably  also  as  a  one-or  two-township  dis¬ 
tricts  under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act.8 

Amendments  to  the  statutes  have  been  numerous 
and  complicated,  sometimes  involving  enactment, 
repeal,  and  re-enactment  in  addition  to  various 
changes.  Much  of  the  legislation  and  many  of 
the  amendments  were  passed  for  a  particular  drain¬ 
age  district  which  desired  to  perform  a  certain  act 

tSmitk-Hurd,  chap.  42,  secs.  2,  73,  and  92.  Since  nearly  all  the  remaining  citations 
to  the  statute  in  this  chapter  are  all  to  Smith-Hurd,  chap.  42,  further  rererence  to 
the  statute  in  these  citations  will  be  merely  by  section  number. 

•Sec.  215. 

•Sec.  2. 

’Secs.  166a  and  166b. 

( 

•See  sec.  92  providing  for  the  formation  of  districts  to  construct,  repair,  or  maintain 
“embankments,”  and  People  ex  rel,  Mann  v.  Allen,  317  Ill.  92,  ruling  on  a  provision 
of  the  statute  now  repealed  in  which  the  court  stated  that  though  an  embankment 
is  not  necessarily  a  levee,  a  levee  is  always  an  embankment. 


or  had  already  performed  it  and  needed  validating 
legislation.  Because  of  the  court  decisions  declar¬ 
ing  drainage  districts  unconstitutional  prior  to  the 
amendment  of  1878  and  several  subsequent  deci¬ 
sions  interpreting  the  law  and  invalidating  prior 
assessments  and  operations,  the  statutes  are  clut¬ 
tered  with  validating  clauses  of  no  present  sig¬ 
nificance. 

Much  of  the  drainage  legal  code  is  now  found 
in  court  cases  rather  than  in  the  statutory  provisions 
themselves.  In  interpreting  this  court  law  con¬ 
tinual  reference  must  be  made  to  the  statute,  since 
subsequent  amendments  may  have  rendered  par¬ 
ticular  court  decisions  meaningless.  Moreover,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  numerous  procedures  depending  upon 
the  type  of  organization  of  the  district  involved  in 
a  given  case,  it  is  not  always  clear  to  which  type 
or  types  of  districts  a  particular  interpretation  ap¬ 
plies.  The  ruling  of  the  court  in  one  case  might 
not  hold  for  other  types  of  districts. 

Because  of  this  legal  confusion,  drainage  district 
procedure  is  unnecessarily  complicated  and  ex¬ 
pensive.  This  has  hampered  the  real  function  of 
the  laws,  which  is  to  make  possible  the  drainage 
and  flood  protection  of  farm  lands  by  cooperative 
effort.  Codification  and  clarification  are  imperative. 

Drainage  districts,  having  power  to  levy  only 
special  assessments,  assume  the  status  of  quasi- 
governmental  units.9  Since  no  power  to  levy  gen¬ 
eral  property  taxes  was  implied  in  the  constitutional 
amendment  or  granted  in  any  of  the  statutes  en- 
a'cted  pursuant  thereto,  the  general  classification 
“taxing  unit”  has  not  been  given  to  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts.10  Though  they  raise  funds  by  special  assess¬ 
ment  under  the  taxing  powers,  such  special  assess¬ 
ments  are  ordinarily  distinguished  from  taxes.11 
These  units  have  no  powers  to  enact  laws  or  regula¬ 
tions,  but  construct  drainage  works,  levy  assess¬ 
ments  and  borrow  money  under  specific  statutory 
provisions  and  continued  court  supervision. 


•Cf.  Drainage  District  No.  1  v.  Dowd,  132  Ill.  App.  499  (1907),  in  which  the  court 
said:  “No  matter  under  what  act  a  drainage  corporation  is  formed  it  is  held  to  be  a 
mere  public  involuntary  quasi  corporation  subject  to  the  same  liabilities  as  counties, 
townships,  school,  and  road  districts.” 

In  People  v.  Spring  Lake  District,  253  Ill.  479  (1912),  the  court  said:  ‘Municipal 
corporations  are  formed  by  the  State  for  purposes  of  local  government  and  admin¬ 
istration.  Such  corporations  have  extensive  powers  of  local  government,  including 
the  power  of  making  local  laws.  There  are  numerous  other  local  corporate  bodies 
which  are  classed  as  municipal  corporations,  such  as  drainage  districts,  and  the  like, 
which  are  orgainzed  for  a  special  purpose  and  are  usually  called  quasi  corporations. 
The  chief  difference  between  a  municipal  corporation,  such  as  a  city  or  village,  and 
a  quasi  corporation,  is,  that  the  latter  lacks  the  power  of  making  local  laws.” 

Also  see  Elmore  v.  Drainage  Commissioners,  135  Ill.  269  (1890);  First  National 
Bank  v.  Union  District  No.  1  82  Ill.  App.  626;  Badger  v.  Inlet  Drainage  District, 
141  Ill.  542  (1892);  and  Barton  v.  Minnie  Creek  Drainage  District,  112  Ill.  App.  640. 
Further  discussion  of  powers  of  drainage  districts  under  the  act  of  1879  may  be  found 
on  p.  65.  (Continued  next  page) 
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The  following  description  of  procedure  for  dis¬ 
tricts  organized  under  the  the  two  chief  farm  drain¬ 
age  laws  of  the  State  is  not  intended  as  a  manual 
of  procedure.  The  complexities  of  the  legal  pro¬ 
visions  make  such  a  manual  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  volume.  It  is  intended  rather  as  a  chi'onological 
exposition  of  how  these  districts  are  organized  and 
function  after  organization.  Not  all  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  set  forth  in  the  following  pages  under  each 
of  the  two  main  acts  are  part  of  the  original  Act 
nor  amendments  to  it,  but  some  are  contained  in 
separate  supplementary  acts.  All  such  provisions, 
however,  apply  to  districts  organized  under  one  or 
the  other  or  both  main  acts  and  are  discussed, 
therefore,  in  connection  with  the  procedure  for  the 
districts  to  which  they  apply.* * 3 * * * * * * 10 * 12 


•(Continued  from  previous  page) 

The  question  of  the  status  of  drainage  districts  in  relation  to  the  Illinois  Municipal 
Budget  Law  was  raised  in  1938  by  the  Tax  Commission.  The  attorney  general,  in 
an  opinion,  wrote: 

“Section  2  of  the  Illinois  Municipal  Budget  Law,  entitled,  ‘An  Act  providing  for 
and  regulating  methods  of  adopting  budgets  and  making  appropriations  by  certain 
tax  levying  bodies  of  this  State,’  approved  July  12,  1937,  provides,  in  part,  as  follows: 

•The  following  terms  shall,  unless  the  context  otherwise  indicates,  have  the  follow¬ 
ing  meaning: 

(l)The  term  ‘municipality’  means  and  includes  all  municipal  corporations  and 
political  subdivisions  of  this  State  or  any  such  unit  or  body  hereafter  created 
by  authority  of  Law,  except  the  following:  ** ‘(certain  exceptions  are  then  set 
forth  in  the  statute  which  are  not  important  in  a  consideration  of  your  question.) 

“Drainage  districts  are  municipalities  and  apparently  come  within  the  foregoing 
definition  ‘unless  the  context  otherwise  indicates’.  It  is  important,  therefore,  to 
consider  the  other  provisions  of  the  law  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
the  legislature  intended  to  include  drainage  districts  within  this  definition.  Section 

3  of  said  law  provides,  among  other  things,  that  the  governing  body  of  each  munici¬ 

pality  coming  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act  shall,  within  the  first  quarter  of  each 

fiscal  year,  adopt  a  budget  which  shall  contain  an  estimate  of  revenues  and  expend¬ 

itures  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  pass  an  annual  appropriation  ordinance,  by  which 

budget  and  ordinance  the  governing  body  may  appropriate  such  sums  of  money  as 
may  be  deemed  necessary  to  defray  all  necessary  expenses  and  liabilities  of  such 
municipality.  Said  section  also  provides  that  such  budget  and  ordinance  shall  be 
adopted  prior  to  the  time  the  tax  levy  is  made  for  such  year. 

“In  view  of  this  latter  provision,  it  seems  apparent  that  the  requirements  of  Sec¬ 
tion  3  were  intended  to  apply  only  to  municipalities  which  are  authorized  to  levy 
taxes.  It  has  been  held,  frequently,  by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  ‘special  assessments 
are  not  taxes’,  Carlyle  v.  Bartles,  315  Ill.  271,  274;  Warren  v.  Salt  Creek  Drainage  Dis¬ 
trict,  316  Ill.  345,  347;  Rock  Island  v.  Chippiannock  Cemetery  Association,  32  Ill.  236, 
240)  and  it  follows,  therefore,  that  while  drainage  districts  which  are  only  authorized 
to  raise  money  by  special  assessments  are  municipalities,  yet  they  do  not  come  within 
the  definition  of  the  term  contained  in  Section  2,  because  they  do  not  levy  taxes. 
It  will  also  be  observed  that  the  title  of  the  Act  limits  its  application  to  tax  levying 
bodies. 

“It  is  my  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  Illinois  Municipal  Budget  Law  does  not  apply 
to  drainage  districts,  which  are  not  authorized  to  levy  general  taxes.” 

10Cf.  this  Surrey  vol.  I,  Atlas  of  Taxing  Units,  “Legal  Organization  of  Taxing  Units”, 
p.  19  et  seq. 

"For  a  further  discussion  of  the  nature  of  special  assessments,  see  this  Survey 
vol.  VI,  Special  Assessment  Financing  of  Local  Improvements:  1925-1937,  p.  21. 

12The  orgainzation  of  drainage  districts  known  as  county  districts  was  provided 
in  another  act  the  purpose  of  which  was  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  and  improve¬ 

ment  by  county  boards  of  “the  ditches  or  drains  heretofore  made  by  any  county,  or 
by  any  county  contracting  with  an  incorporated  company,  to  drain  the  swamp  and 
overflowed  lands  donated  to  such  county  by  the  state.”  The  probable  reference 

here  is  to  ditches  constructed  as  a  result  of  the  Swamp  Land  Act  grants.  (See  chap, 

ii.)  Commissioners  were  appointed  by  the  county  board,  districts  laid  out  and  lands 

classified  and  taxed  according  to  benefits.  The  inclusion  of  lands  in  such  districts 

did  not  prevent  their  organization  under  the  other  two  drainage  laws  and  districts 
organized  under  the  other  laws  were  granted  free  use  of  the  county  ditches  as  outlets 

to  their  drains.  (Secs.  177-192). 


THE  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  ACT  OF  1879 

Organization  of  Districts — The  Drainage  and 
Levee  Act  of  1879  provides  for  the  organization  of 
drainage  districts  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
county  and  circuit  courts  of  the  several  counties  or 
superior  court  of  Cook  County,  or  of  justice  of  the 
peace  courts  if  the  proposed  work  of  the  district  will 
involve  a  maximum  of  $2, 000. 13  In  addition  to  the 
regular  organized  districts,  procedure  for  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  which  is  briefly  summarized  below, 
the  Act  provides  special  procedures  for  the  organi¬ 
zation  of  two  other  legal  types  of  districts — outlet 
drainage  districts  and  mutual  drainage  districts. 
The  organization  procedure  for  these  districts  is 
described  below  following  the  discussion  of  the  regu¬ 
lar  organization  procedure.14 

Petition.  A  majority  of  the  landowners  whose 
holdings  represent  one-third  of  the  area  of  the 
proposed  district  or,  alternatively,  one-third  of  the 
landowners  whose  holding  represent  a  major  por¬ 
tion  of  the  lands  in  a  proposed  drainage  district 
may  petition  the  county  or  circuit  court  of  that 
county  in  which  the  greater  portion  of  the  lands 
lie.15 *  The  court  derives  its  jurisdiction  over  the 
district  from  this  petition,10  which  sets  forth  cer¬ 
tain  salient  facts  including  the  proposed  name  of 
the  drainage  district,  reason  or  necessity  for  same, 
description  of  district  boundaries,  starting  point, 
general  description  of  lands  to  be  included,  and  a 
description  of  the  work  to  be  undertaken.17  The 
clerk  of  the  court  is  required  to  give  due  notice  (for 
three  weeks)  of  the  filing  of  the  petition  by  posting 
at  the  court  house  or  at  ten  public  places  within 
the  lands  proposed  to  be  included  and  also  by  pub¬ 
lication  at  least  once  a  week  for  three  weeks  in 
a  newspaper  of  the  county  where  the  greater  part 
of  the  lands  lie  is  required.  Notices  must  be  mailed 
to  non-resident  owners  whose  residence  is  known 
after  diligent  inquiry.18  Only  benefited  lands  may 

,sSecs.  2,  49,  and  50  and  chap.  37.  secs.  158  and  159. 

,4While  there  are  many  decisions  holding  a  district  not  illegally  organized  because 
of  failure  to  comply  with  various  requisites  of  the  law  (cf.  Smith-Hurd,  Illinois 
Annotated  Statutes,  chap.  42  under  various  headings),  in  Payson  v.  The  People, 
175  Ill.  278  (1898),  the  court  ruled  that  the  General  Assembly  having  authorized  the 
creation  of  drainage  districts  under  certain  conditions,  these  conditions  must  be  com¬ 
plied  with.  The  rule  established  in  McChesney  v.  People,  148  Ill.  221  (1893),  was 
quoted,  “It  is  a  general  rule,  and  one  well  understood,  that  in  a  proceeding  for  the 
collection  of  taxes,  where  the  owner  may  be  deprived  of  his  property,  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  statute  must  strictly  be  followed.”  Also  cf.  Drummer  Creek  Drainage 
District  v.  Roth,  244  Ill.  68  (1910);  and  Aldridge  v.  Clear  Creek  Drainage  District, 
253  Ill.  251  (1912). 

15Sec.  2.  There  have  been  numerous  decisions  of  the  Illinois  Supreme  Court 
concerning  the  signatures  to  the  petition  for  organization.  Cf.  Smith-Hurd,  chap. 
42,  Sec.  2,  historical  note  and  notes  of  decisions. 

16“County  courts  derive  their  power  to  establish  drainage  districts  from  the  statute 
alone,  and  every  fact  essential  to  the  jurisdiction  must  affirmatively  appear  of  rec¬ 
ord.”  This  pronouncement  in  Payson  v.  People,  175  Ill.  267  (1898),  has  been  af¬ 
firmed  again  and  again.  Cf.  Wayne  City  Drainage  District  v.  Boggs,  262  Ill.  340 
(1914),  Drummer  Creek  Drainage  District  v.  Roth,  244  Ill.  68  (1910),  and  Aldridge 
v.  Clear  Creek  Drainage  District,  253,  Ill.  251  (1912). 
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MAP  18 

SALT  CREEK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 
LOGAN  COUNTY 
ILLINOIS 


be  included  in  the  boundaries  of  a  drainage  dis¬ 
trict.  Map  18  illustrates  irregular  boundaries  of 
the  Salt  Creek  Drainage  District  to  include  all  lands 
drained  by  the  works  of  the  district. 

Hearing — The  county  court,  after  due  notice, 
holds  a  hearing  at  which  it  decides  only  two  ques¬ 
tions:  first,  whether  the  petition  is  filed  by  the 
requisite  majority  of  landowners;  and  second, 
whether  the  proposed  drainage  work  is  necessary 
or  will  be  useful  for  the  drainage  of  the  lands 
named  in  the  petition.19  A  negative  finding  on 
either  of  these  questions  requires  that  the  petition 
be  dismissed.  If  the  court  finds  in  favor  of  the  peti¬ 
tioners,  it  shall  appoint  three  competent  persons 
as  commissioners,  not  more  than  two  of  whom  shall 
come  from  the  same  county  if  the  proposed  district 
lies  in  more  than  one  county.20 

■’"The  evident  purpose  of  the  statute  was,  that  those  who  would  be  specially 
assessed  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  improvement  should  know  from  the  petition  speci¬ 
fically  what  was  proposed  to  be  done  so  as  to  form  a  judgment  as  to  the  necessity 
or  propriety  of  the  work  .  ...”  See  Aldridge  case,  supra. 

18Sec.  3. 

"For  cases  applicable  to  the  findings  of  the  county  court  see:  Sufficiency  of  peti¬ 
tion,  Danaher  et  al  v.  Phillips  et  al,  318  Ill.  204  (1925),  Maulding  v.  The  Skillet  Fork 
River  Outlet  Union  Drainage  District,  313  Ill.  216  (1924),  The  People  v.  Ehler,  338 
Ill.  67  (1929);  and  necessity  of  drainage  work,  The  People  v.  Ehler,  338  Ill.  67  (1929), 
Maulding  v.  Skillet  Fork  River  Outlet  Union  D.D.,  313  Ill.  216  (1924),  The  People 
ex  rel  v.  Darst  et  al,  285  Ill.  533  (1918),  Malohon  v.  Cashin,  258  Ill.  86  (1913). 

“Sec.  5.  The  term  competent  persons  was  inserted  in  the  Drainage  and  Levee 
Act  of  1879  by  an  amendment  in  1881.  The  original  law  read  'disinterested  persons’ 
and  led  to  continual  difficulties  since  it  was  only  natural  that  landowners  within 
the  district  were  not  only  interested  but  were  those  most  likely  and  able  to  prosecute 
the  work  of  the  district.  See  People  v.  Bunyard,  147  Ill.  App.  121.  Also  note  the 
pronouncement:  "It  is  not  the  rule,  however,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  that  interest 
as  a  land-owner  or  taxpayer  in  a  municipal  or  quasi  municipal  corporation  disquali¬ 
fies  a  person  for  holding  an  office  in  such  municipality  .  .  .  This  must  be  especially 
true  in  case  of  drainage  districts  which  are  organized  for  the  promotion  of  the  private 
interests  of  the  land-owners  within  such  districts.”  The  People  ex  rel  v.  Cooper, 
139  Rl.  496  (1891). 


Commissioners’  report.  After  their  appointment, 
the  commissioners  are  required  to  take  an  oath 
and  proceed  to  elect  one  member  chairman  and 
another  secretary.  They  then  prepare  a  report 
covering  the  following  points:  (1)  propriety  and 
feasibility  of  proposed  drainage  work;  (2)  probable 
initial  cost;  (3)  probable  annual  cost;  (4)  lands 
injured  and  damages  to  be  sustained;  (5)  lands 
benefited  and  whether  benefits  equal  or  exceed 
costs;  and  (6)  inclusion  of  all  lands  benefited  or 
damaged  (if  not  all  included,  enumeration  of  addi¬ 
tional  lands  so  affected)  .21  Opportunity  is  thus  pro¬ 
vided  for  enlarging  the  district  by  the  inclusion  of 
other  lands  in  the  commissioners’  report  or  other¬ 
wise  changing  boundaries  by  exclusion  of  certain 
lands  as  long  as  the  requisite  majority  is  not  de¬ 
stroyed.22  If  a  favorable  report  is  filed  by  com¬ 
missioners  to  the  effect  that  the  benefits  will  exceed 
the  costs,  required  notice  is  given  by  posting,  pub¬ 
lication,  and  mailing,  and  a  hearing  on  the  report  is 
then  held  by  the  county  court.23 

J1Sec.  10. 

“See  discussion  of  Annexation  and  Dissolution,  infra. 

“The  requirement  that  the  costs  shall  not  exceed  benefits  of  an  improvement  is 
the  crux  of  the  entire  problem  of  special  assessments  and  upon  a  determination  of 
this  fact  alone  stands  the  power  of  the  court  to  authorize  the  levy  of  such  assessments. 
Since  drainage  districts  in  Illinois  are  authorized  to  levy  only  special  assessments, 
this  point  has  great  significance  and  bearing  on  any  study  of  these  quasi-govern- 
mental  units  in  this  state.  The  report  of  the  commissioners  to  the  court  on  this 
point,  has  been  held  as  “in  no  way  conclusive  as  to  any  of  the  matters  contained 
in  it”.  Michigan  Central  Railroad  Co.  v.  Spring  Creek  Drainage  District,  215  Ill. 
501  (1905).  In  the  well-known  Shaw  case  (Sny  Island  Levee  Drainage  District  v. 
Shaw,  252  Ill.  142  (1911)  the  court  said:  "To  hold  that  a  district  is  concluded  as  to 
the  amount  which  it  can  lawfully  raise  by  special  assessment  by  the  amount  found 
as  the  probable  aggregate  amount  of  benefits  by  the  commissioners  in  the  preliminary 
report  ....  would  be  in  many  instances  to  so  tie  the  hands  of  the  district  as  to 

render  its  organization  futile  and  abortive . The  report  as  to  what  lands  will 

be  benefited  and  the  probable  aggregate  amount  of  such  benefit  is  made  by  the  com- 
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Order  of  confirmation — After  the  report  is  filed 
with  the  court,  due  notice  is  again  required  to  be 
given  and  landowners  are  secured  the  right  of  a 
hearing  to  present  objections.  The  court  may  refer 
the  report  back  to  the  commissioners  for  further 
information  or  for  amendment.24  After  the  evi¬ 
dence  has  been  presented  and  objections  heard,  the 
court,  if  it  is  satisfied  (1)  that  the  report  has  shown 
that  the  benefits  will  equal  or  exceed  the  costs, 
(2)  that  the  proposed  drainage  is  adequate  and  in¬ 
clusive,  and  (3)  that  the  required  majority  of  land- 
owners  is  still  maintained,  it  may  then  enter  an 
order  of  confirmation  which  declares  the  drainage 
district  legally  organized.28 

Outlet  drainage  districts — In  some  parts  of  the 
state,  difficulties  arose  where  two  or  more  drain¬ 
age  districts  connected  ditches  and  drains  with  the 
same  natural  outlet.  Frequently  contract  agree¬ 
ments  between  the  districts  were  entered  into  for  the 
dredging,  cleaning,  and  maintenance  of  the  common 
outlet.  This  apparently  did  not  always  prove  alto¬ 
gether  satisfactory.  In  1917,  the  General  Assembly 
enacted  a  law  amendatory  to  the  Drainage  and 
Levee  Act  of  1879  permitting  landowners  whose 
lands  may  already  be  included  in  drainage  districts 
to  form  an  outlet  drainage  district.26  The  bound¬ 
aries  of  an  outlet  drainage  district  may  include  the 
lands  of  two  or  more  drainage  districts  and  lands 
not  already  included  in  any  drainage  district,  the 
criteria  for  inclusion  being  a  benefit  obtaining  from 
deepenirg,  widening,  or  otherwise  improving  the 
channel  of  the  common  outlet  for  such  lands. 
This  is  the  only  instance  under  Illinois  law  where 
lands  may  be  included  in  more  than  one  drainage 
district.  The  procedure  for  organization  of  outlet 
drainage  districts  is  the  same  as  that  for  drainage 
and  levee  districts,  the  county  or  circuit  court  in 
the  county  where  the  greatest  acreage  lies  having 
jurisdiction.27 

“(Continued' from  previous  page) 

missioners  to  the  court  in  order  that  the  court  may  be  advised  upon  the  question 
whether  the  district  should  be  organised,  and  is  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  fixing 
benefits  as  a  basis  for  future  assessments.” 

See  also  Sproul  v.  Springman,  316  Ill.  271  (1925),  Burroughs  v.  Donner,  282  Ill. 
299  (1918),  and  Little  Beaver  Drainage  District  v.  Livingston,  270  Ill.  582  (1915). 

“Secs.  14,  15  and  16. 

“The  form  of  the  court  order  is  specified  by  the  statutes.  See  sec.  17.  Appeals 
to  the  supreme  court  from  this  order  are  provided  for  in  this  section. 

“Sec.  65a. 

"The  passage  of  the  outlet  drainage  district  law  was  secured  by  interests  in  the 
Okaw  Valley,  in  Fayette  and  Bond  counties,  holding  some  75,000  acres  of  land.  This 
proposed  district,  in  litigation  for  ten  years,  was  reviewed  by  the  Supreme  Court  on 
two  different  occasions  but  never  effected  organization.  (Cf.  Sproul  v.  Springman, 
316  Ill.  272  [1925]  and  Okaw  Valley  Drainage  District  v.  Springman,  345  Ill.  400  [1931], 
The  constitutionality  of  the  outlet  drainage  district  act  was  earlier  tested  in  Maulding 
v.  Skillet  Fork  Outlet  Union  D.D.  313  Ill.  216  [1924]).  The  Skillet  Fork  Outlet 
Union  Drainage  District  was  organized  under  this  act  in  1920.  (See  Maulding  v. 
Skillet  Fork  Outlet  Union  Drainage  District,  313  Ill.  216  [1924]).  This  district  com¬ 
prises  41,700  acres  of  lands  in  Wayne,  Hamilton,  and  White  counties.  It  had  serious 
financial  difficulties.  Of  {320,000  in  bonds  issued  in  1926,  all  but  {2,000  were  in  de¬ 
fault  when  the  obligations  were  taken  over  by  the  RFC  in  1934  for  {178,000. 


Mutual  drainage  districts — A  similar  and  much 
less  formal  type  of  district  organization  was  pro¬ 
vided  in  an  amendment  of  1907  to  the  Act.  Under  this 
provision,  practicable  only  for  the  relatively  small  dis¬ 
tricts,  if  landowners  can  mutually  agree  upon  plans 
for  a  proposed  work  to  drain  their  lands  and  the 
share  of  the  costs  to  be  borne  by  each,  they  may 
incorporate  into  a  district  and  acquire  all  the 
powers  of  districts  regularly  organized  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act.  All  that  is  necessary  is 
that  a  written  signed  agreement  be  filed  with  the 
county  court.  The  owners  may  then  request  the 
court  to  appoint  three  commissioners  whose 
powers,  duties,  and  subsequent  appointments  are 
similar  to  those  for  regularly  organized  districts.28 

Sub-districts — If  some  lands  within  a  district 
need  special  drainage  works  additional  to  the  main 
drainage  works  a  sub-district  or  districts  may  be 
organized.  A  special  report  must  be  prepared  by 
the  commissioners  and  filed  with  the  court,  notice 
given,  and  hearing  held.  If  the  report  is  confirmed 
and  the  sub-district  organized  the  commissioners 
of  the  principal  district  act  as  commissioners  of 
the  sub-district  and  may  levy  assessments  and 
annual  benefits  against  such  lands  in  addition  to 
the  assessments  levied  against  them  for  the  main 
drainage  works  and  issue  bonds  against  them. 
There  may  be  several  sub-districts  in  a  drainage 
district.  All  funds  of  each  sub-district  must  be 
kept  separate.29  All  these  various  types  of  dis¬ 
tricts  once  organized  proceed  in  the  same  manner 
and  function  under  the  same  statutory  provisions 
described  in  the  following  sections.  If,  however, 

Another  district,  the  North  Fork  Outlet  Drainage  District,  was  formed  in  1921  • 
in  Macon,  Christian,  and  Sangamon  counties  and  includes  11,000  acres  as  well  as  an 
annexation  of  3,400  acres.  Obligations  of  this  district  also  were  refunded,  in  1938, 
by  the  RFC.  An  excerpt  from  the  1938  field  data  on  this  district  follows: 

"In  this  district  which  was  organized  in  1921  and  comprised  lands  in  Christian, 
Sangamon  and  Macon  counties,  the  original  assessment  was  for  {120,000  and  bonds 
were  issued  to  the  extent  of  {112,000.  Also  at  same  time  there  was  organized  an 
extension  to  this  drainage  on  which  work  was  started  but  enjoined  by  city  of  Spring- 
field,  so  this  extension  was  only  partially  completed. 

"Payments  on  all  bonds  were  deferred  until  1925:  of  the  total  outstanding  bonds 
there  has  been  paid  a  total  of  {9,000  leaving  outstanding  a  total  of  {103,000.  There 
has  been  very  little  of  this  special  assessment  paid  and  the  district  defaulted  on  all 
bonds.  Commissioners  have  come  before  court  year  after  year  and  asked  that  on 
account  of  conditions  existing  the  lands  be  not  certified  as  delinquent  and  this  rule 
has  been  followed. 

"In  conversation  with  the  present  treasurer  of  district  and  the  Attorney  for  the 
district,  they  advise  that  the  condition  of  the  district  is  in  very  bad  shape  andbooks 
for  the  district  are  also  in  very  poor  shape.  In  language  of  the  attorney,  ‘I  doubt 
very  much  if  you  could  pick  up  the  receipts  and  expenditures  of  this  district  in  a 
year’s  time’. 

“We  are  also  informed  by  these  gentlemen  that  bondholders  have  agreed  to  accept 
in  full  payment  of  bonds  outstanding  {78,000  in  lieu  of  the  {103,000  outstanding  and 
that  there  will  be  granted  to  the  landowners  a  reduction  of  13  per  cent  in  their  assess¬ 
ments.  Also  that  there  is  now  pending  and  expected  a  loan  from  the  RFC  to  cover 
the  {78,000  which  bondholders  agree  to  accept.” 

The  Sangamon  River  Outlet  Drainage  District,  comprising  37,000  acres  in  Mason, 
Cass,  and  Menard  counties,  attempted  organization  in  1928  with  a  proposed  cost 
of  {130,000  but  failed  to  obtain  a  court  order  of  confirmation.  Thus  only  two  outlet 
drainage  districts,  the  Skillet  Fork  and  the  North  Fork,  have  been  organized  and 
neither  of  these  has  been  successful  financially. 

“Sec.  74. 

“Sec.  58. 
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the  terms  of  the  written  agreement  serving  as  the 
basis  for  the  formation  of  a  mutual  district  specify 
some  other  procedure,  this  agreement  governs. 

Officers  and  Records — The  drainage  district 
commissioners  are  charged  with  general  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  affairs  of  the  district,  making  up  of 
the  assessment  roll,  negotiating  for  right  of  way, 
letting  the  contract  and  supervision  of  construc¬ 
tion,  supervision  of  the  works  after  construction 
to  see  that  they  are  kept  in  repair  and  that  proper 
petitions  are  filed  in  court  for  necessary  work  to 
keep  them  in  repair,  and  receiving  and  disbursing 
of  funds.  (Certain  duties  in  this  latter  connection 
may  be  delegated  to  a  district  treasurer  appointed 
by  them.)  They  must  submit  an  annual  report  to 
the  court  each  year  covering  the  collection  and  dis¬ 
bursement  of  funds,  describing  the  condition  of 
the  construction  works,  and  giving  an  estimate 
of  the  amount  necessary  to  keep  the  works  in  re¬ 
pair.  The  original  commissioners  appointed  by 
the  court  at  the  time  of  organization  of  the  district 
hold  office  until  the  first  Monday  of  September  after 
organization,  when  the  court  again  appoints  three 
commissioners,  one  to  serve  one  year,  one  two  years, 
and  one  three  years;  and  thereafter  one  commis¬ 
sioner  is  appointed  annually  to  serve  for  three 
years.  When  owners  of  a  majority  of  the  acreage 
petition  the  court  for  appointment  of  a  particular 
person,  this  nominee  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
court.  The  court  may  remove  any  or  all  commis¬ 
sioners  from  office  at  any  time  for  good  cause. 
Except  when  construction  work  is  being  carried  on 
by  the  district,  the  court  upon  petition  may  reduce 
the  number  of  commissioners  to  one,  who  shall 
serve  a  three  year  term.  Commissioners  are  paid 
$5  a  day  and  traveling  expenses  for  each  day  de¬ 
voted  to  district  business.30  They  must  furnish 
bonds  renewing  them  annually  for  the  full  pos¬ 
sible  amount  of  funds  to  be  handled  by  them.  They 
and  their  sureties,  not  the  district,  are  liable  to 
the  landowners,  bondholders,  or  creditors  for  dam¬ 
ages  resulting  from  neglect  of  duties  or  misappro¬ 
priation  of  funds.81 

After  court  confirmation  of  the  assessment  roll 
and  before  collection  the  commissioners  appoint 
a  district  treasurer  who  must  not  be  one  of  the 
commissioners  and  who  must  be  bonded  for  the 
amount  of  the  funds  he  is  to  handle.  It  is  his 
duty  to  receive  the  collections,  to  keep  in  the 
proper  books  to  be  furnished  by  the  commissioners 
an  accurate  account  of  all  receipts  and  disburse- 

*°Secs.  5.  24.  37,  and  01,  40,  41,  and  42. 

"Sec.  30;  Elmore  v.  Drainage  Commissioners,  13S  Ill.  269;  and  Barton  v.  Minnie 
Creek  Drainage  District,  112  Ill.  App  640. 


ments,  and  to  disburse  the  district’s  money  upon 
the  order  of  a  majority  of  the  commissioners.  Bonds 
and  coupons  of  the  district  may  be  paid  by  him 
when  due  without  such  order.  His  term  of  office 
is  two  years,  although  he  may  be  removed  by 
the  court  upon  petition  of  the  commissioners  or  for 
good  cause.  His  compensation  is  fixed  by  the  com¬ 
missioners  before  his  appointment.32 

The  duties  performed  by  the  clerk  of  the  dis¬ 
trict  for  districts  organized  under  the  Farm  Drain¬ 
age  Act  are  performed  for  Levee  Act  districts 
by  the  commissioners,  the  treasurer,  and  the  court 
clerk,  since  most  proceedings  are  taken  in  court  and 
become  a  part  of  the  court  records.  The  'commis¬ 
sioners  must  keep  a  well-bound  book  known  as 
the  “drainage  record,”  but  this  is  not  nearly  so  im¬ 
portant  an  official  record  as  it  is  for  Farm  Drainage 
districts.  In  it  are  recorded  the  proceedings  of 
the  commissioners’  meetings,  memoranda  of  all 
transcations  concerning  the  district,  bonds  issued 
and  assessments  against  which  they  are  a  lien,  con¬ 
tracts  let,  purchases,  and  orders  and  warrants 
issued.33 

Original  Assessment  of  Benefits  and  Dam¬ 
ages — After  the  court  order  declaring  the  district 
duly  organized  and  empowered  to  proceed  with  its 
functions  and  duties  as  a  public  corporation  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Afct,  the 
commissioners  proceed  to  acquire  the  necessary 
lands  and  right  of  way  for  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  levees,  plant,  or  ditches,  and  releases  for 
resulting  damages  to  lands  not  actually  taken.  This 
is  done  by  agreement  between  the  landowners  and 
the  commissioners  so  far  as  possible.  However,  if 
damages  cannot  be  agreed  upon,  they  may  be  de¬ 
termined  and  right  of  way  obtained  through  the 
exercise  of  eminent  domain,  under  the  statutory  and 
constitutional  provisions  governing  such  procedure. 
This  right  may  be  exercised  and  damages  assessed 
along  with  the  proceedings  for  the  assessment  of 
benefits.34 

The  plans,  profiles,  specifications,  and  estimated 
cost  of  the  proposed  works  having  been  presented 
to  the  court  during  the  organization  proceedings, 
the  commissioners  inspect  the  land  to  be  benefited 
and  damaged  and  make  up  a  tentative  assessment 
roll  recording  the  owners  name,  when  known,  a 
description  of  and  the  number  of  acres  in  each  tract 
affected,  the  amount  of  benefits  assessed,  and  the 
amount  of  damages,  if  any,  to  be  sustained  by  each 

"Secs.  27  and  28. 

"Sec.  48. 

"Secs.  18,  19,  20  and  47;  Hunt  Drainage  District  v.  Harness,  317  Ill.  292;  Cleveland, 
C.,  C.  and  St.  L.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Polecat  Drainage  District,  213  Ill.  83;  Cache  River  Drain¬ 
age  District  v.  Chi.  and  E.  I.  R.  Co.,  264  Ill.  97. 
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tract.35  Railroad  property,  public  highways,  and 
streets  and  alleys  or  other  property  owned  by, 
municipal  corporations  is  all  assessed  if  benefited.36 
Each  assessment  must  not  exceed  the  total  benefits 
to  the  tract;  it  must  be  the  same  proportion  of  the 
total  cost  as  the  proportion  of  benefits  to  that  tract 
is  of  the  total  benefits  estimated  to  result  from  the 
proposed  work.87 

After  the  assessment  roll  is  made  up  it  is  filed 
with  the  clerk  of  court  and  ten  days  notice  given 
of  the  time  and  place  of  court  hearing  for  the 
purpose  of  having  a  jury  impaneled.38  The  jury 
must  be  set  up  in  conformity  with  the  laws  govern¬ 
ing  the  selection  of  a  jury  for  eminent  domain  pro¬ 
ceedings.  After  the  selection  and  swearing  in  of 
the  jurors,  the  commissioners  present  the  assess¬ 
ment  roll  of  benefits  and  damages.  This  roll  con¬ 
stitutes  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  commissioners. 
A  trial  is  then  held  before  the  jury  to  determine 
the  final  amounts  that  will  be  assessed  against  each 
tract.89 

The  commissioners’  roll  is  not  the  assessment 
itself,  the  final  assessment  being  made  by  the 
jury.40  After  the  jury  selects  a  foreman  and  a 
clerk  it  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  interested 
party,  visit  and  examine  the  lands  to  be  affected. 
The  jury’s  verdict  or  assessment  roll  must  be  signed 
by  the  jurors  and  filed  with  the  court,  which  then 
enters  judgment  upon  the  verdict.  Appeals  from 
this  verdict  to  higher  courts  do  not  affect  or  defer 
the  collection  of  assessments  against  lands  whose 
assessments  are  not  appealed.  The  judgment  con¬ 
stitutes  a  lien  upon  the  assessed  lands  until  paid.41 

In  addition  to  appeal  at  the  time  of  the  assess¬ 
ment  a  petition  to  nullify  an  assessment  for  the 
construction,  improvement,  or  maintenance  of 
levees  may  be  filed  within  one  year  after  the  con¬ 
firmation  of  the  assessment  and  before  any  bonds 
are  issued  against  it.  After  a  hearing  on  this 
petition  the  assessment  may  be  dismissed  by  the 
court  if  it  can  be  shown  that  the  land  was  never 
subject  to  overflow,  or  it  may  be  reduced.42 

Annual  Benefits — Included  in  the  report  of 
the  estimated  cost  of  draining  the  lands,  which  the 

•‘Sec.  18.  - 

“Secs.  18  and  53.  Assessment  of  city  and  street  railway  companies  is  authorized, 
but  not  property  of  telephone,  telegraph  and  gas  companies.  Spring  Creek  Drainage 
District  v.  Elgin,  J.  and  E.  R.  Co.,  249  Ill.  260. 

“Secs.  20  and  22;  People  v.  Welch,  252  Ill.  167;  Little  Beaver  Drainage  District  v. 
Livingston,  et  al,  270  Ill.  582,  (1915). 

“The  requirements  of  notice  of  this  hearing  are  similar  to  those  for  the  notice  of 
hearing  on  the  petition  to  organize  the  district. 

“Sec.  19  and  Indian  Creek  Drainage  District  No.  2  v.  Chicago  B.  4  Q.  R.  Co., 
295  Ill.  339. 

“Kickapoo  Drainage  District  v.  City  of  Mattoon,  284  Ill.  393;  Vandalia  Levee  and 
Drainage  District  v.  Hutchins,  252  Ill.  259. 

“Sec.  20. 

••See.  43. 


commissioners  submit  prior  to  the  organization  of 
the  district,  is  an  estimate  of  the  annual  cost  of 
keeping  the  proposed  ditches,  levees,  or  other  works 
in  repair  or  of  maintaining  and  operating  a  pump¬ 
ing  plant  after  its  construction.  Assessments  to 
meet  these  costs  for  repair  and  maintenance  are 
known  as  “annual  benefits.”  Upon  direction  of 
the  court  they  may  be  spread  or  apportioned  at 
the  time  of  the  assessment  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
struction,  and  in  the  same  proceedings,  or  this  may 
be  done  by  a  separate  petition,  assessment  roll,  and 
proceedings.43  Annual  benefit  assessments  are 
authorized  under  this  Act  only  for  districts  organ¬ 
ized  as  levee  and  drainage  districts,  and  not  solely 
for  agricultural,  sanitary,  or  drainage  purposes, 
independently  of  levees.44  The  maximum  amount 
of  annual  benefits  which  may  be  assessed  for  any 
one  year  is  the  amount  produced  by  a  levy  of  30 
cents  an  acre  against  district  lands  devoted  exclu¬ 
sively  to  agricultural  purposes,  $3  an  acre  on  all 
industrial,  manufacturing,  or  public  utility  prop¬ 
erty,  $1  a  [lot  on  improved  lots,  and  25  cents  per 
lot  on  all  vacant  lots.45  These  limits  do  not  apply 
in  districts  with  pumping  plants  to  maintain  and 
operate.46  Such  districts  are  permitted  to  levy  an 
amount  sufficient  to  operate  the  pumping  plant. 

These  annual  benefit  assessments  represent  the 
amount  collectible  for  repairs  each  year  thereafter 
until  changed  by  a  subsequent  petition  and  hearing. 
In  July  of  each  year  the  commissioners  must  present 
to  the  court  a  report  on  the  condition  of  the  levees 
or  ditches  with  an  estimate  of  the  amount  necessary 
to  keep  them  in  repair,  or  to  strengthen  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  works.  If  the  court  finds  the  amount  neces¬ 
sary  is  less  than  the  full  amount  of  the  annual  bene¬ 
fit  assessments  for  the  year,  it  reduces  or  abates 
accordingly  the  amount  to  be  collected  that  year. 
Such  court  order  for  reduction  in  any  year  does 
not  affect  the  amount  of  the  assessments  for  follow¬ 
ing  years.  These  assessments  become  a  lien  on  the 
lands  after  court  confirmation  of  the  commissioners’ 
report.47  Annual  benefits  not  originally  provided 
for  may  be  assessed  or  those  originally  assessed 
may  be  increased  by  going  through  the  same  pro¬ 
cedure  of  petition,  notice,  hearing,  and  confirma¬ 
tion  as  for  the  original  assessment.48 

Additional  Assessments — New  assessments 
may  be  made  from  time  to  time  to  repair,  enlarge, 
or  strengthen  the  original  works,  to  construct  addi- 

“Secs.  18,  20,  and  21. 

“Birds  Drainage  District  v.  Cairo,  V.  A  C.  Ry.  Co.,  257  Ill.  57. 

“Sec.  24. 

ulbid.t  and  People  v.  Condy,  296  Ill.  263;  Brooks  v.  Hatch,  265  Ill.  346. 

“Sec.  24. 

“Sec.  21. 
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tional  ditches  or  levees,  to  complete  the  originally 
planned  improvement  if  the  original  assessment  is 
inadequate  to  meet  the  cost  incurred,  or  to  pay  obli¬ 
gations  incurred  for  current  expenses  or  in  repair¬ 
ing  or  completing  work  originally  planned  and  con¬ 
tracted  for.  Such  assessments  require  the  same 
procedure  described  above  for  assessing  the  original 
costs  of  construction.49  If  certain  assessments  are 
held  invalid  because  of  technical  irregularities  not 
affecting  the  merits  of  the  assessment  or  the  fact 
that  the  lands  in  question  have  been  benefited  by 
the  improvement,  these  lands  can  be  re-assessed 
under  a  new  valid  assessment  which  may  or  may 
not  be  included  with  new  assessments  for  addi¬ 
tional  construction  work.50  However,  if  lands  have 
been  once  assessed  to  pay  district  bonds  and  collec¬ 
tions  from  these  assessments  improperly  used  by 
the  district  officials,  such  lands  cannot  be  re-as¬ 
sessed  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  bonds.51 

Construction  and  Letting  of  Contracts — The 
plans,  location,  and  specifications  for  the  proposed 
work  are  made  up  by  the  Commissioners  and  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  court  in  the  procedings  for  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  the  district.  If  there  are  plans  for 
additional  construction  at  some  later  date,  they  are 
submitted  with  the  petition  for  new  assessments. 
However,  at  any  time  before  the  letting  of  the  con¬ 
tract  the  plans  for  the  work,  the  course  of  the 
ditches,  or  the  type  of  construction  may  be  changed, 
or  part  of  the  proposed  work  may  be  abandoned 
upon  petition  to,  hearing  before,  and  approval  by 
the  court;  and  assessments  may  be  abated  or  addi¬ 
tional  ones  levied  to  meet  the  change  in  plans.52 
The  commissioners  are  authorized  to  do  the  neces¬ 
sary  work  including  surveying,  constructing,  and 
repairing.  Whenever  the  cost  of  construction  of 
the  principal  work  is  estimated  to  exceed  $500 
they  must  advertise  for  bids  and  let  the  contract 
to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder.53  Right  of  entry 
upon  the  lands  for  the  purposes  of  constructing  or 
maintaining  the  works  is  granted,  but  only  after 
payment  of  the  properly  assessed  damages;  fines 
are  provided  if  such  legal  entry  is  prevented.54 
In  a  separate  act  the  commissioners  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  county  court  are  granted  power  to 
contract  with  any  railroad  company  to  construct 
or  to  keep  in  repair  any  levees  in  such  district  and 
to  pledge  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  revenues 
of  the  district  to  the  railroad  for  this  purpose.  They 
may  also  grant  to  the  company  a  right  of  way  for 

_ _ _ i _ 

albid.,  and  sec.  37. 

“Secs.  60a  and  22. 

‘•Barton  v.  Minnie  Creek  Drainage  District.  112  III.  App.  640. 

“Secs.  44  and  45. 

“Sec.  36. 

“Secs.  46  and  39. 


the  construction  and  operation  ol  railroads  on  or 
across  the  levees.55 

A  district  may  connect  its  drains,  ditches,  or 
levees  to  those  of  any  adjoining  district  if  this  is 
necessary  to  secure  an  oufflet,  and  an  independent 
act  provides  the  procedure  for  apportioning  the 
costs,  obtaining  contracts,  and  assessing  annual 
benefits  for  maintenance.56  Adjoining  districts  also 
may  construct  and  operate  joint  works  for  the 
benefit  of  each  with  court  approval  of  the  con¬ 
tract.57  Both  types  of  cooperation  are  possible 
whether  the  districts  are  organized  under  the  same 
or  different  laws. 

Notice  of  Assessment,  Due  Dates,  Install¬ 
ment  Payment — Court  confirmation  of  the  assess¬ 
ment  roll  makes  such  assessments  judgments  and 
liens  upon  the  assessed  land  “as  other  taxes”,  which 
continue  until  paid.58  After  confirmation  the  clerk 
of  court  makes  out  and  certifies  to  the  commis¬ 
sioners  a  copy  of  the  assessment  roll  and  also 
separate  copies  of  the  parts  assessing  lands  situated 
in  other  counties,  which  must  be  filed  in  the  record¬ 
ers'  offices  of  the  counties  in  which  the  lands  are 
located.  This  certified  copy  of  the  roll  constitutes 
notice  of  the  lien  to  all  persons.50  Upon  receipt  of 
the  certified  roll,  the  commissioners  or  treasurer 
publish  notice  of  the  assessments  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  as  that  for  filing  of  the  petition  for  organiza¬ 
tion.60  A  similar  notice  is  given  each  year  of 
installments  and  annual  benefits  maturing  that 
year.  In  place  of  the  published  notice,  a  notice  may 
be  sent  by  mail  to  each  owner.61 

Assessments  are  due  and  payable  30  days  after 
confirmation62  unless  the  court  at  the  time  of  con¬ 
firmation  orders  payment  in  installments  and  desig¬ 
nates  the  amount  and  due  date  of  each  installment. 
Assessments  draw  a  maximum  of  6  per  cent  inter¬ 
est  a  year  from  30  days  after  the  time  of  confirma¬ 
tion  until  they  are  paid.  The  exact  rate  of  interest 
is  fixed  by  the  court.63  Owners  may  prepay  the 
whole  amount  of  their  assessment  or  of  the  install¬ 
ment  remaining  unpaid,  provided  no  bonds  have 
yet  been  issued  against  such  assessments  or,  if 
bonds  have  been  issued,  provided  an  agreement  can 
be  made  with  the  bondholders  for  payment  before 
maturity  of  bonds  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  pre- 

“Sec.  197. 

“Secs.  219-235. 

“Secs.  236-241. 

“Sec.  23. 

“Sec.  25. 

“The  form  of  the  notice  is  set  forth  in  sec.  31. 

“Sec.  31. 

“Prior  to  1939  assessments  were  due  immediately  after  confirmation.  (Laws,  1939, 
p.  527). 

“Sec.  23.  Prior  to  1939  the  interest  was  fixed  by  statute  at  6  per  cent  beginning 
at  the  time  of  confirmation.  (Laws,  1939,  p.  527). 
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paid  installments.64  In  practice  this  materially 
limits  prepayments  unless  they  are  made  imme¬ 
diately  after  confirmation  of  the  assessment. 

Annual  benefits  become  a  lien  on  the  lands 
assessed  from  and  after  the  confirmation  of  the 
annual  July  report  of  the  commissioners  stating  the 
amounts  necessary  for  maintenance  and  repair  in 
the  coming  year.  They  are  due  and  payable  Sep¬ 
tember  1  of  each  year,  at  which  time  notice  of  such 
assessments  must  be  published  or  mailed  to  the 
landowners.66 

When  an  assessment  is  fully  paid  the  treasurer 
gives  the  owner  a  release  relieving  him  of  all  fur¬ 
ther  liability,  which  release  may  be  recorded  in 
the  county  reorder’s  office  as  proof  of  payment.66 
An  owner  may  pay  his  assessment  in  labor,  con¬ 
tracting  to  do  certain  work,67  but  there  is  no  specific 
statutory  authorization  for  payment  of  assessments 
with  the  bonds  issued  against  them  as  there  is  in 
the  Local  Improvement  Act  providing  for  special 
assessment  by  municipalities.66 

Collection  of  Assessments — Collections  are  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  district  treasurer.  If  assessments  are 
not  paid  by  the  date  named  in  the  published  or 
mailed  notice  of  the  assessment,  installment,  or 
annual  benefit,  the  commissioners  or  treasurer  are 
required  to  make  up  a  list  of  the  delinquent  lands 
with  the  amount  of  past  due  assessments  and  an¬ 
nual  benefits  outstanding  and  certify  this  list  on 
or  before  March  10  to  the  county  collector.  When 
the  lands  of  a  district  lie  in  more  than  one  county, 
a  separate  list  must  be  made  for  each  county.  From 
this  time  on  the  collection  of  delinquent  assessments 
is  made  in  the  same  manner  and  in  conjunction 
with  the  collection  of  general  property  taxes,69 
the  procedure  for  which  is  provided  in  the  general 
revenue  laws  of  the  State. 

The  commissioners  or  the  treasurer,  however, 
continue  to  collect  payments  of  delinquent  assess¬ 
ments  after  certification  to  the  county  collector, 
reporting  these  collections  to  the  county  collector 
before  tax  sale  so  that  he  may  exclude  paid-up 
assessments  from  the  sale.  The  county  collector 
conducts  the  tax  sale  and  turns  the  money  received 
from  this  sale  over  to  the  commissioners  after  de¬ 
duction  of  his  fees.70  The  district,  through  the 
commissioners,  is  authorized  to  purchase  lands  with 
delinquent  drainage  assessments  at  tax  sale.71 

“Sec.  23. 

“Sec.  24  and  31. 

“Sec.  23. 

"Sec  70. 

“See  this  Surrey,  vol.  VJ,  Special  Assessment  Financing  of  Local  Improvements: 
1936-1937,  pp.  8  and  9. 

“Sec.  32. 

™8ec.  35. 

"Sec.  81. 


The  special  procedure  for  foreclosure  sale  of 
general  taxes,  authorized  in  the  general  revenue 
laws,  may  be  used  to  enforce  the  collection  of  de¬ 
linquent  drainage  assessments.72  In  addition  to 
che  foreclosure  provision  of  the  revenue  laws,  spe¬ 
cial  provision  for  foreclosing  drainage  assessment 
liens  is  provided  in  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act. 
In  this  procedure  judgment  for  foreclosure  sale  of 
lands  on  which  any  assessment  or  assessments  are 
not  paid  on  or  before  tax  sale  may  be  secured  from 
the  circuit  court  upon  petition  by  the  commission¬ 
ers.  The  commissioners  proceed  in  the  corporate 
name  of  the  district  to  obtain  judgment  in  equity 
as  in  the  foreclosure  of  mortagages.  The  sale  is 
conducted  by  the  county  collector  or  other  author¬ 
ized  collecting  official  designated  by  the  court.  The 
landowner  may  redeem  his  property  at  any  time 
during  the  two  year  redemption  period  following 
the  sale  or  until  three  months  after  the  holder 
of  the  sale  certificate  has  given  the  required  notice 
to  the  owner  and  interested  parties.  Such  notice 
may  be  given  by  the  holder  of  the  sale  certificate 
at  any  time  after  the  sale.  Notice  must  be  sent  by 
registered  mail  to  such  parties  at  their  places  of 
residence.  If  the  party  is  unknown  or  the  place  of 
residence  cannot  be  ascertained,  notice  may  be 
given  by  one  publication  in  a  newspaper  published 
in  the  county.  In  addition,  occupants  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  must  be  served  personally  with  a  copy  of  the 
notice  or  a  copy  posted  on  the  premises  if  there  is 
no  occupant.  If  the  owner  does  not  redeem  his 
property  within  three  months  after  this  notice  and 
within  the  two  year  redemption  period,  the  holder 
of  the  foreclosure  sale  certificate  upon  proof  of 
giving  the  required  notice,  may  obtain  from  the 
circuit  court  an  order  directing  issuance  of  a  deed 
to  the  property.78 

Since  1931,  districts  have  been  permitted  to  be 
the  purchaser  at  such  foreclosure  sale,  thereby 
preventing  abuse  through  unreasonably  low  bids 
entered  by  private  parties.  It  may  also  accept  a 
deed  from  the  owner  of  any  delinquent  real  estate 
not  encumbered  by  a  mortgage  lien.  Real  estate 
thus  acquired  may  be  rented  or  sold  at  public  or 
private  sale  with  the  approval  of  the  court.74  Also 
since  1931,  the  court  may  appoint  a  receiver  to  take 
possession  of  the  property  involved  in  the  fore¬ 
closure  suit  and  collect  the  rents,  issues,  or  profits 
in  order  to  pay  any  deficiency  resulting  from  the 

7tSmith-Hurd,  chap.  120,  sec.  697;  Gauen  v.  Moredock  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage 
District  No.  1,  131  Ill.  466;  Rickert  v.  Moredock  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  District 
No.  1,  27  N.  E.  639;  Rickert  v.  Moredock  and  Ivy  Landing  Drainage  District  No.  1, 
27  N.  E.  86;  and  People  v.  Weber,  164  Ill.  412.  See  also  discussion  of  foreclosure  of 
special  assessments  in  this  Surrey,  vol.  VI,  pp.  58-60. 

“Sec.  33. 

“Sec.  33b;  and  Laws,  1931,  p.  527. 
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sale  or  further  delinquency  arising  in  the  payment 
of  assessments  or  taxes  and  interest  thereon.75 

Since  1935,  if  the  annual  benefits  or  maintenance 
tax  has  been  due  and  unpaid  for  more  than  six 
months,  a  receiver  may  also  be  appointed  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  upon  petition  of 
the  commissioners  and  the  proper  procedure  in 
equity  under  all  applicable  provisions  of  the  Civil 
Practice  Act.  The  receiver  is  authorized  to  receive 
the  rents  and  income  from  such  property  to  pay 
the  delinquent  assessments.76 

Borrowing  Powers  and  Character  of  Bonds 
and  Notes  Issued — The  Commissioners,  in  the  cor¬ 
porate  name  of  the  district,  may  borrow  up  to  a 
maximum  of  90  per  cent  of  the  unpaid  assessments 
at  the  time  of  borrowing,  and  may  issue  bonds  or 
notes  bearing  interest  at  not  more  than  6  per  cent, 
or  bonds  may  be  issued  up  to  90  per  cent  of  any 
one  installment  which  shall  be  designated  in  the 
bond,  in  which  case  the  bonds  become  a  lien  upon 
such  installment  alone.  When  assessments  have 
been  divided  into  deferred  installments,  bonds  may 
be  issued  for  more  than  90  per  cent  of  these  in¬ 
stallments  if  the  proper  court  approval  is  secured.77 
Indebtedness  may  be  incurred  even  before  the  levy¬ 
ing  of  an  assessment  to  meet  the  obligation  if  it 
is  for  current  expenses  of  the  district  or  for  com¬ 
pletion  of  any  part  of  a  work  authorized  and  com¬ 
menced.  The  bonds  must  be  scheduled  to  mature 
not  later  than  one  year  after  the  last  assessment  or 
installment.78  Commissioners  may  also  borrow 
money  on  the  amount  of  annual  benefits  coming  due 
the  following  September  to  the  extent  of  two-thirds 
of  the  annual  amount  and  may  issue  notes  in  the 
name  of  the  district,  bearing  6  per  cent  interest  and 
maturing  within  one  year  of  the  date  of  issuance.79 
Each  bond  of  the  district  issued  against  assess¬ 
ments  other  than  annual  benefits,  must  be  attested 
by  the  clerk  of  the  county  court  and  a  certified 
statement  made  thereon  by  him  of  the  amount  of 
the  assessments  and  rate  of  interest  pledged  for 
the  payment  of  this  bond  and  other  bonds,  the  date, 
number,  denomination  and  maturing  date  of  all 
bonds  issued  which  are  a  lien  upon  the  assessments 
of  the  district,  the  confirmation  dates  of  the  assess¬ 
ments,  and  the  number  of  acres  assessed.80 

In  addition  to  the  provisions  in  this  Act  for  the 
issuance  of  bonds  two  separate  acts  provide  for  the 

"See.  33a;  and  Laws,  19S1,  p.  527. 

"Sec.  33bl;  and  Laws,  19S5,  p.  759.  See  also  Hunt  Drainage  District  v.  Schwerer, 
369  III.  330. 

"Sec.  38. 

"Sec.  37;  Bay  Bottoms  Drainage  District  v.  Stokes,  291  Ill.  68;  Commissioners  of 
McGee  Creek  L.  and  D.  District  v.  Sides,  336  Ill.  267;  Deneen  v.  Deneen,  293  Ill.  454. 

"Secs.  171-175  and  People  v.  Jones,  137  Ill.  35. 

“Secs.  200-204 


deferral  of  payment  of  assessments  and  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  bonds  by  either  farm  drainage  districts  or 
drainage  and  levee  districts.  Upon  petition  of  a 
majority  of  the  landowners  and  hearing  and  con¬ 
firmation,  bonds  may  be  issued  to  the  full  amount 
of  assessments  outstanding.  Without  such  peti¬ 
tion  bonds  may  be  issued  to  only  90  per  cent  of  the 
assessments  outstanding.81  Bonds  issued  under  the 
other  separate  act  may  not  exceed  90  per  cent  of 
the  assessments,  must  be  recorded  in  a  bond  regis¬ 
ter,  and  may  be  registered  with  the  State  auditor 
after  a  sworn  statement  by  the  district  commis¬ 
sioners  has  been  filed  with  him.  Assessments  to 
pay  the  bonds  registered  with  him  are  collected 
with  property  taxes  by  the  respective  counties  in 
which  the  lands  lie,  the  funds  turned  over  to  the 
State  auditor,  and  the  bonds  paid  by  him.82 

Like  special  assessment  bonds  issued  by  muni¬ 
cipalities,  these  bonds  are  not  personal  liabilities 
of  the  issuing  officials,  nor  can  they  be  paid  from 
any  source  except  the  collection  of  the  assessments 
against  which  they  were  issued.  However,  in  con¬ 
trast  to  the  liability  of  municipalities  for  their  spe¬ 
cial  assessment  bonds,  drainage  districts  are  not 
liable  to  the  bondholders  for  mishandling  of  funds 
by  their  officials,  since  their  only  source  of  funds 
is  the  levying  of  special  assessments  on  benefited 
property  for  drainage  purposes,  and  no  authority 
exists  for  the  levying  of  assessments  to  pay  dam¬ 
ages  resulting  from  negligence  or  illegal  acts  of 
district  officials.83  The  remedy  of  the  bondholder 
for  misappropriation  of  funds  is  by  action  against 
the  negligent  officials  and  their  bonders.84 

Unlike  special  assessment  bonds  issued  under 
the  Local  Improvement  Act,  assessment  bonds  is¬ 
sued  under  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  are  not 
callable  unless  the  contrary  is  specified  in  the  bond 
itself  and  they  can  be  paid  before  maturity  only 
by  agreement  with  the  bondholder.85  Though  the 
statutes  do  not  so  specify,  they  are  usually  serial 
bonds  corresponding  to  installments  of  assessments. 
There  is  seemingly  no  requirement  for  the  issuance 
of  bonds  against  specified  installments  (although 
this  may  be  done)  and  hence  no  necessity  for 
segregating  collections  by  installments  and  retiring 
only  bonds  of  the  corresponding  series  with  the 
collections  of  the  installment  against  which  they 

«Sec.  24. 

“Sec.  63. 

“Elmore  v.  Drainage  Commissioners,  135  III.  269  and  Barton  v.  Minnie 
Creek  Drainage  District,  112  III.  App.  640.  For  discussion  of  municipal 
liability  for  special  assessment  bonds,  see  this  Surrey,  vol.  VI,  pp.  72-74. 

“Barton  v.  Minnie  Creek  Drainage  District,  supra. 

“Sec.  23.  No  authority  is  specifically  provided  in  the  statute  for  making  the  bonds 
callable.  However,  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  prohibiting  it  the  option  probably 
exists.  See  this  Survey, vol.  V,  pp.  117-119. 
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are  a  lien.86  However,  when  bonds  are  issued 
against  and  are  liens  upon  specified  assessments, 
installments  of  assessments,  or  annual  benefits,  col¬ 
lections  from  such  assessments  undoubtedly  must  be 
applied  only  to  such  bonds  until  paid.87  Collections 
of  annual  benefits  may  be  applied  to  interest  on 
bonds  or  notes  issued,  or  to  complete  or  strengthen 
the  construction  work  when  assessments  are  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  complete  the  work,  provided  that  all  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  for  repairs  and  maintenance  are  met 
first  from  these  collections.88  Also  interest  collec¬ 
tions  may  be  used  for  construction  or  maintenance 
work  if  no  bonds  have  been  issued  or  are  outstand¬ 
ing  against  such  installments  upon  which  the  inter¬ 
est  was  collected.89 

There  is  no  statutory  provision  relative  to  the 
manner  of  retiring  these  bonds  when  collections  are 
not  sufficient  to  pay  them  in  full,  whether  by  lot, 
prorating  on  all  bonds,  or  in  order  of  presentation. 

Extension  of  Time  of  Payment  of  Assess¬ 
ments  and  Refunding  Bonds — Since  1927  the 
court  has  been  authorized  to  extend  the  time  of 
payment  of  any  assessments  or  installments  whether 
due  or  not,  divide  any  assessment  into  a  greater 
or  less  number  of  installments,  and  to  refund  the 
bonds  issued  in  anticipation  of  the  collection  Of 
these  assessments.  The  commissioners  may  insti¬ 
tute  court  proceedings  for  the  extension  on  their 
own  motion  or  upon  petition  by  owners  of  25  per 
cent  of  the  then  unpaid  assessments.  Unmatured 
bonds  may  be  refunded  only  when  the  holders  of 
the  bonds  agree  to  exchange  them  or  to  accept  pay¬ 
ment  in  cash  in  an  amount  not  exceeding  their  par 
value  plus  accrued  interest.  If  all  bonds  are  not 
refunded,  only  the  same  proportion  of  assessments 
may  be  extended.  In  the  proceedings  for  the  ex¬ 
tension,  both  the  old  assessment  roll  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  new  one  and  the  old  and  proposed  new  bond 
maturity  schedule  must  be  presented  to  the  court, 
the  proper  notice  given,  and  court  hearing  held 
before  the  court.  Assessments  cannot  be  extended 
to  mature  more  than  forty  years  after  the  exten¬ 
sion  order.  When  delinquent  assessments  are  ex¬ 
tended  delinquency  and  forfeiture  are  wiped  out 
and  are  withdrawn  from  the  county  clerk’s  delin¬ 
quency  record.  Property  owners  may  pay  the  ex¬ 
tended  assessments  in  full  within  ten  days  after  the 
extension  order.  Refunding  bonds  are  then  issued 
bearing  a  maximum  of  6  per  cent  interest  to  cover 
the  remaining  unpaid  assessments.00 

“See  Sec.  38. 

•'See  case  on  special  assessment  bonds  under  the  Local  Improvement  Act  in  this 
respect.  Rothschild  v.  Village  of  Calumet,  350  Ill.  330  (1932). 

“Sec  24. 

“Sec  29. 

“Sec.  38a. 


Federal-Aid — Districts  are  authorized  to  avail 
themselves  of  financial  assistance  from  any  appro¬ 
priation  made  by  the  Federal  government  and  to 
levy  additional  assessments  necessary  to  receive 
such  aid.  Such  assessments  are  made  through  the 
usual  assessment  procedure.91  The  commissioners 
may  negotiate  with  the  Federal  government  or  its 
agency  for  loans  to  redeem  outstanding  bonds  or 
other  obligations.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  such 
loans  are  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  court.92 
The  commissioners  may  also  deed  or  mortgage  real 
estate  owned  by  the  district  to  the  Federal  govern¬ 
ment  or  its  agency  as  security  for  a  loan  for  im¬ 
proving  the  property.93 

Separate  acts  applicable  to  all  districts  under 
both  laws  give  them  the  power  to  lease  lands  from 
the  Federal  government  for  use  of  the  district 
without  a  previous  appropriation  and  levy  for  that 
purpose,  and  to  accept  drainage  works  constructed 
by  it,  to  furnish  it  the  ne'cessary  lands,  easements, 
and  right  of  way,  and  to  agree  to  maintain  and 
operate  the  works  after  construction.  In  case  the 
lands  of  more  than  one  district  will  be  benefited  by 
the  Federal  works  the  county  court,  upon  a  dis¬ 
trict’s  petition,  holds  a  hearing  and  apportions  the 
costs  among  the  districts  benefited.  Districts  may 
be  organized  under  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  maintaining  such  Federal 
works.94 

Other  Provisions — Assessments  may  be  reduced 
or  abated  by  the  county  court  upon  petition  of  the 
commissioners  or  any  landowner  if  the  total  assess¬ 
ments  exceed  the  indebtedness  based  upon  such 
assessments.  However,  such  abatement  must  not 
impair  any  contract  for  the  payment  of  the  in¬ 
debtedness.95. 

In  addition  to  the  above  cited  powers  and  duties 
of  the  district  and  its  officials,  the  commissioners, 
always  subject  to  court  approval,  may  own  and 
operate  dredge  boats,96  sell  or  lease  property  owned 
by  the  district,  and  enter  into  agreements  to  share 
in  royalties  resulting  from  drilling  for  oil  or  gas 
on  district  lands.97 

FARM  DRAINAGE  ACT  OF  1885 

Organization — The  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885 
with  its  amendments  today  provides  for  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  the  following  types  of  districts:  one- 

•>Sec  27. 

"Sec.  38a. 

“Sec.  38b. 

“Secs.  246a  and  166.1-166.3. 

“Secs.  245  and  246. 

“Sec.  76. 

•'Secs.  71-72. 
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township  (or  combined),  two-townsnip  (or  union;, 
special,  mutual,  and  user  drainage  districts.  The 
organization  procedure  for  the  one-  and  two-town- 
ship  districts  is  very  similar  and  is  based  upon 
civil  township  organic  tion  and  officers.  The  or¬ 
ganization  of  special  districts,  chiefly  larger  dis¬ 
tricts  in  more  than  two  townships,  is  much  more 
like  the  procedure  for  organizing  districts  under 
the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act,  depending  upon  action 
by  the  county  court  and  county  officers. 

Township  districts — Taking  advantage  of  the 
township  form  of  local  government  already  exist¬ 
ing  in  85  counties  in  Illinois,  the  Farm  Drainage 
Act  of  1885  provides  that  drainage  within  the 
boundaries  of  a  single  township  can  be  effected 
through  organization  of  a  drainage  district  by  and 
with  township  officers.98  A  petition,  signed  by  a 
majority  of  the  landowners  whose  holdings  aggre¬ 
gate  more  than  one-third  of  the  area  or  one-third 
of  the  owners  whose  holdings  aggregate  the  major 
part  of  the  lands,  is  filed  with  the  town  clerk.99 
This  petition  sets  forth  the  boundaries  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  district  and  prays  that  a  drainage  district  be 
organized  for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  repair¬ 
ing  or  maintaining  drains,  ditches,  embankments, 
grades,  or  any  of  these  by  special  assessment  upon 
the  property  benefited  thereby.  The  names  of  the 
owners  of  the  several  tracts  and  their  post  office 
addresses,  so  far  as  known,  are  given.  The  town 
clerk  is  required  to  notify,  within  five  days,  the 
commissioner  of  highways  of  the  town  (since  1919, 
these  officers  have  been  also  drainage  commission¬ 
ers  of  townships)  and  to  post  notice  in  three  public 
places  that  a  meeting  will  be  held  at  a  stated  place 
not  less  than  eight  days  nor  more  than  fifteen  days 
from  the  date  of  notice.100 

At  this  meeting,  pursuant  to  notice  upon  the  peti¬ 
tion,  the  drainage  commissioner  is  required  to  ex¬ 
amine  the  petition  and  determine  whether  or  not 
it  contains  the  required  number  of  signers,  to 
examine  witnesses,  to  permit  other  landowners  to 

“Townships  were  first  organized  as  units  of  local  government  in  1849.  For  com¬ 
plete  discussion  of  powers,  activities,  and  finances  of  these  units,  see  this  Survey, 
Vol.  IV,  Receipts  and  Disbursements  of  Townships,  1925-1936,  also  Vol.  I,  Atlas  of  Tax¬ 
ing  Units,  sections  VIII  and  XIII.  In  an  early  case,  Klinger  v.  The  People,  130  Ill. 
509  (1889),  the  court  ruled  that  a  drainage  district  within  a  town  must  apply  to  only 
one  natural  system  of  drainage  and  that  the  entire  area  of  a  township  could  not  be 
organized  as  a  single  drainage  district  if  it  contained  more  than  one  watershed 
requiring  separate  and  distinct  systems  of  drainage. 

HSec.  92  et  seq. 

l00Certain  modifications  are  provided  where  only  two  landowners  are  involved. 
These  can  be  ascertained  by  referral  to  the  statutes  and  are  omitted  for  purposes 
of  this  discussion. 

10,It  is  important  to  note  that  in  all  drainage  district  organization  proceedings 
under  the  Illinois  laws,  no  power  is  given  to  organize  a  district  at  the  first  meeting. 
“It  would  be  against  every  principle  of  justice  and  right  to  allow  lands  to  be  included 
in  a  district,  and  made  subject  to  taxation  by  such  inclusion,  when  the  action  of  the 
commissioners  in  creating  the  district  and  including  the  lands  therein  was  without 
notice  to  the  owners.”  Sanner  v.  Union  Drainage  District,  175  Ill.  575  (1898).  Also 
cf.  McDonald  v.  The  People,  214  Ill.  83  (1905). 


sign  the  petition,  and  to  make  a  written  record  of 
his  findings.  101  If  an  insufficiency  is  found,  he  dis¬ 
misses  the  proceedings;  if  not,  the  meeting  is  ad¬ 
journed  and  notice  given  of  the  time  for  another 
meeting  not  less  than  eight  days  nor  more  than 
fifteen  days  later.  In  the  interim,  he  goes  upon  the 
lands,  makes  complete  examination,  hires  an  engi¬ 
neer,  if  necessary,  and  determines  whether  or  not 
the  benefits  will  exceed  the  cost.  If  he  judges  that 
this  is  so,  he  then  enters  an  order  in  the  “drainage 
record”  declaring  the  drainage  district  organized. 
The  district  bears  the  name  of  the  township  arid  a 
number,  e.  g.  “Rantoul  Drainage  District  No.  1.” 

Union  districts — In  cases  where  lands  to  be  bene¬ 
fited  by  a  particular  system  of  drainage  lie  in  two 
townships  in  the  same  or  different  counties,  pro¬ 
vision  is  made  for  the  organization  of  union  drain¬ 
age  districts.102  A  petition  identical  in  recital  of 
facts  to  that  required  for  township  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  is  required  to  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the 
township  in  which  the  greater  part  of  the  district 
lies.  The  highway  commissioners  of  the  two  town¬ 
ships  serve  as  drainage  commissioners,  the  com¬ 
missioner  of  the  township  in  which  the  majority  of 
the  lands  lie  having  two  votes.  Procedure  as  to 
notice,  hearing,  examination  of  lands,  and  other 
powers  of  the  clerk  and  commissioners  are  the  same 
as  those  for  township  drainage  districts.103 

Special  drainage  districts — Substantially  the 
same  requisites  as  to  information  to  be  given  in  the 
petition  apply  for  the  formation  of  special  drainage 
districts.104  These  districts  are  for  lands  that  lie 
in  three  or  more  townships  in  the  same  or  different 
counties,  or  in  whole  or  in  part  in  counties  which 
do  not  have  township  organization.  The  petition, 
however,  in  case  of  special  drainage  districts,  is 
addressed  to  the  county  or  circuit  court  of  that 
county  in  which  the  greater  part  of  the  lands  lie. 
A  bond,  for  the  payment  of  the  costs,  signed  by 
at  least  three  responsible  persons  and  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  clerk  or  judge,  is  required  to  be  filed 
with  the  petition.  The  clerk  of  the  county  court 
is  required  to  post  notices  in  five  public  places  in 
each  township  and  to  publish  such  notice  of  hearing 
for  three  weeks  in  a  newspaper  of  each  county 
where  the  lands  lie  and  to  mail  notice  to  each  owner 


,02In  McDonald  v.  The  People,  214  Ill.  83  (1905),  the  court  said;  “Provisions  of  the 
statute  show  clearly  the  legislative  intention  to  be  that  all  the  lands  to  be  benefited 
by  maintaining  the  ditches  should  be  included  in  the  district;  that  three  classes 
of  ditches  are  provided  for,  —  one  where  the  lands  lie  in  a  single  township,  a  second 
where  the  lands  lie  in  two  townships,  and  a  third  where  they  lie  in  three  or  more  town¬ 
ships;  that  these  classes  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  proper  body  that 
should  have  jurisdiction  to  organize  districts,  and  the  the  jurisdictional  question 
whether  the  application  for  the  organization  of  a  district  should  be  made  to  the  com¬ 
missioners  of  one  township  or  two,  or  the  county  court,  depends  on  the  situation  of 
the  lands  and  ditches.” 
w»Sec.  133. 
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of  known  address.  Notices  are  required  to  con¬ 
tain  the  text  of  the  petition  and  to  declare  the  date 
at  which  a  hearing  will  be  held.  At  the  hearing 
the  court  determines  only  two  points:  the  validity 
and  requirement  of  signatures  to  the  petition,  and 
the  propriety  of  the  notice  given.  A  favorable 
finding  on  these  two  points  is  followed  by  the  ap¬ 
pointment  by  the  court  of  three  commissioners  who 
proceed  to  examine  lands  and  prepare  a  report  with 
maps,  plats,  surveys,  and  estimates  of  cost.  After 
a  hearing  on  this  report  and  a  review  of  objec¬ 
tions,  the  district  may  be  declared  organized  by 
the  court.  The  commissioners,  acting  as  a  cor¬ 
porate  body,  have  the  same  powers  as  other  drain¬ 
age  commissioners.105 

Mutual  districts — Mutual  agreement  districts 
may  be  formed  under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  as 
well  as  under  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act.  All  that 
is  necesary  is  that  a  written  agreement  signed  by 
all  owners  of  the  lands  to  be  drained  be  recorded 
in  the  drainage  record  kept  by  the  town  clerk. 
The  agreement  may  cover,  in  addition  to  the  charac¬ 
ter  and  location  of  the  work  and  how  it  shall  be 
done,  agreement  as  to  the  amount  of  damages,  the 
classification  of  lands  according  to  the  share  of 
expenses  to  be  borne  by  each,  the  amount  of  taxes 
to  be  levied,  the  commissioners  of  the  district,  and 
any  other  provisions  which  the  owners  wish  to 
include.106 

Districts  by  user — A  rather  unusual  provision  in 
the  Illinois  law  is  found  whereby  landowners  who 
have  previously  constructed  voluntary  and  artificial 
works,  can  be  formed  into  a  drainage  district  upon 
petition  of  one  or  more  landowners  in  the  event  of 
a  disagreement.  Such  districts  are  known  as  “Dis¬ 
tricts  by  User”  and  attain  the  same  status  as  other 
drainage  districts  in  the  same  category,  i.  e.,  town¬ 
ship,  union,  or  special.  Nineteen  such  districts 
have  been  organized  in  Illinois — sixteen  of  them 
are  township  districts  and  three  are  union  dis¬ 
tricts.107  There  is  no  record  of  a  special  drainage 
district  by  user  ever  having  been  formed,  although 
they  presumably  could  be.108 

Drainage  districts  by  user  grow  out  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  statutory  rule.  “Where  two  or  more  parties  own- 

‘«Sec.  134. 

‘“Secs.  135.  139,  and  137. 

‘“Sec.  162. 

‘“These  districts  are:  Township  districts  by  user:  Champaign  County— Pesotum 
No.  1,  and  Pesotum  No.  2;  Coles  County — North  Okaw  No.  10,  North  Okaw  No.  11, 
Okaw  No.  9,  Okaw  No.  12,  Seven  Hickory  No.  6,  and  Seven  Hickory  No.  7;  Douglas 
County — Areola  No.  11  and  Bowdre  No.  8;  Moultrie  County — Jonathan  Creek  No.  2 
and  Lowe  No.  7;  Piatt  Coupty — Willow  Branch  No.  10;  Sangamon  County — Di  vernon 
No.  2;  and  Shelby  County — Ash  Grove  No.  1  and  Ash  Grove  No.  2. 

Union  districts  by  user:  Coles  County  —  Union  No.  3,  Seven  Hickory  and 
Humboldt;  Piatt  and  Moultrie  counties — Union  No.  1,  Unity  and  Lovington;  and 
Vermilion  County — Union  No.  1,  Ross  and  Grant. 


ing  adjoining  lands  which  require  a  system  of  com¬ 
bined  drainage,  have  by  voluntary  action  constructed 
ditches  which  form  a  continuous  line,  or  line  and 
branches,  the  several  parties  shall  be  liable  for  their 
just  proportion  of  such  repairs  and  improvements 
as  may  be  needed  therefor,  the  amount  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  as  near  as  may  be  on  the  same  principle  as 
if  these  ditches  were  an  organized  district.”109  In 
the  event  that  such  repairs  and  improvements  are 
not  made  by  voluntary  agreement,  any  one  or  more 
persons  owning  parts  of  the  ditch  or  drain  may 
petition  for  the  formation  of  a  drainage  district. 
The  procedure  in  these  cases  is  the  same  as  under 
the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885  outlined  above.110 

Sub-ddstricts — A  sub-district  or  sub-districts  may 
be  organized  within  a  main  district  at  the  time  of 
its  original  organization  or  at  any  later  date  when 
local  or  more  minute  drainage  must  be  provided 
which  will  be  of  benefit  to  only  part  of  the  lands 
of  the  district.  Minor  sub-districts  may  also  be 
organized  within  sub-districts.  The  organization 
procedure  is  the  same  as  that  for  main  districts. 
Just  as  in  levee  districts,  the  commissioners  of  the 
main  district  act  as  commisioners  of  the  sub-district 
except  that  Farm  Drainage  sub-districts  containing 
more  than  five  sections  of  land  may,  upon  petition 
of  a  majority  of  landowners  within  the  sub-district, 
select  their  own  commissioners  who  act  independ¬ 
ently  of  the  main  district  commissioners.  Lands 
in  sub-districts  may  be  assessed  for  both  the  main 
drainage  works  and  the  sub-district’s  works.  Sepa¬ 
rate  bonds  must  be  issued  against  assessments  of 
the  sub-district.111 

Officers  and  Records — The  original  commis¬ 
sioner  at  the  time  of  organization  of  a  township 
district  is  the  highway  commissioner  in  that  town¬ 
ship.112  In  two-township  or  union  districts  the  two 
commissioners  serve.113  In  one-township  districts, 
the  highway  commissioner  is  the  sole  drainage  com¬ 
missioner  of  all  districts  in  his  town.  In  a  union 
district,  the  commissioner  in  the  town  in  which  the 
majority  of  lands  lie  has  two  votes.114  In  special 

l08In  1911  fifteen  landowners  petitioned  the  county  court  of  Christian  County  for 
a  special  district  by  user  to  include  lands  in  four  townships  of  Christian,  Montgomery, 
and  Sangamon  counties,  embracing  a  little  less  than  five  thousand  acres.  In  deny¬ 
ing  the  formation  of  this  district,  the  Supreme  Court  said:  “It  is  only  in  cases  where 
the  complete  system  of  drainage  voluntarily  constructed  consists  of  artificial  ditches, 
constituting  a  continuous  line  or  lines  and  branches  that  this  section  authorized  the 
formation  of  a  drainage  district  .  .  .  the  finding  that  the  land  owners  had  not  by 
voluntary  action  constructed  ditches  which  form  a  continuous  line  was  amply  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  evidence,”  (part  of  the  drainage  work  was  a  natural  stream).  Molohon 
v.  Cashin,  258  Ill.  86  (1913). 

‘“Sec.  161. 

““Several  interesting  opinions  on  districts  by  user  have  been  written  by  the  su¬ 
preme  court  upon  the  construction  of  this  section,  The  court  has  said:  "Only  such 
lands  can  be  included  in  a  district  by  user  as  the  owners  thereof  have  voluntarily 
connected  with  the  main  ditch  of  the  proposed  district  or  some  of  its  branches.” 
People  v.  Strandstra,  238  Ill.  341  (1909);  and  People  v.  McDonald,  264  Ill.  514  (1914). 

“‘Sec.  127  and  People  v.  Keener,  194  Ill.  16. 

““Sec.  83. 
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drainage  districts  the  original  commissioners  are 
appointed  by  the  county  court.  Thereafter  commis¬ 
sioners  are  elected  in  all  districts  excepting  special 
districts  with  less  than  15  landowners,  for  which 
they  are  appointed  by  the  county  court  in  the  same 
manner  as  commissioners  for  levee  districts.  At 
the  first  election  three  commissioners  are  chosen, 
one  to  serve  one  year,  one  two  years,  and  one  three 
years.  One  commissioner  is  chosen  at  each  annual 
election  thereafter  for  a  term  of  three  years.115  They 
receive  a  maximum  compensation  of  $3  a  day  plus 
in  special  districts  the  necessary  travel  expenses. 

The  commissioners  are  responsible  for  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  character  and  location  of  the  works  of 
the  district,  supervision  of  the  construction,  and 
maintenance  after  construction,  and  are  liable  for 
damages  if  they  neglect  the  maintenance.115  They 
set  up  the  classification  system  serving  as  the  basis 
of  assessment,  determine  when  funds  must  be  raised 
and  assessments  levied,  issue  bonds,  and  give  orders 
for  the  disbursement  of  funds.  A  report  must  be 
filed  by  them  each  year  containing  a  statement  of 
the  work  performed,  its  cost,  and  orders  issued  and 
outstanding.117  The  commissioners  of  these  dis¬ 
tricts  particularly  one-  and  two-township  districts, 
have  even  greater  responsibility  and  authority  than 
the  commissioners  of  drainage  and  levee  districts, 
for  there  is  much  less  close  court  supervision  of 
their  acts. 

The  clerk  of  a  drainage  district  keeps  various 
records  of  proceedings,  findings,  orders,  and  re¬ 
ports  of  the  commissioners,  and  records  them  in 
the  drainage  record,  calls  elections,  and  sends  out 
the  necessary  notices.  The  town  clerk  is  the  clerk 
of  all  districts  lying  wholly  within  his  town  and  of 
all  union  districts,  the  major  part  of  which  lie  in 
his  town.118  In  special  drainage  districts  the  work 
of  the  clerk  is  done  by  the  county  clerk  of  the  county 
in  which  proceedings  are  instituted.119  The  clerk 
is  compensated  by  the  allowance  of  the  same  fees 
as  those  he  receives  for  similar  services  connected 

•’•Secs.  83,  133,  and  166.  Section  83  provides  that  the  highway  commissioners  of 
the  township  serve  as  drainage  commissioners  of  one-township  districts  and  section 
133  provides  for  the  selection  of  three  commissioners  from  the  highway  commissioners 
of  the  two  townships  by  the  clerk  of  the  township  in  which  the  greater  share  of  the 
lands  lie.  However,  in  1917,  provision  was  made  for  only  one  highway  commissioner 
in  each  township  instead  of  the  previous  provisions  for  three  commissioners.  (SmtfA- 
Hurd,  chap.  121,  sec.  48  and  Laws,  1917,  p.  679.)  Then  in  1919,  without  repealing  the 
previous  sections  83  and  133,  a  section  was  added  to  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885 
providing  that  when  there  is  only  one  commissioner  of  highways  in  a  town  he  shall 
be  the  sole  drainage  commissioner  of  one-township  districts  and  in  two-township 
districts  the  commissioner  of  each  township  is  the  drainage  commissioner,  the  one 
in  the  township  in  which  the  greater  part  of  the  lands  lie  having  two  votes.  ( Smith - 
Hurd,  chap.  42,  sec.  166). 

•••Sec.  166. 

‘••Secs.  97,  138,  139,  and  140. 

“•Thompson  v.  Hughes,  286  Ill.  128. 

'•'Sec.  131. 

•’•Sec.  83. 

•'•Sec.  138. 


with  his  office  as  town  or  county  clerk.120 

The  treasurer  of  the  drainage  district  collects 
assessments,  disburses  funds  by  order  of  the  com¬ 
missioners,  and  keeps  all  accounts  of  the  receipts 
and  disbursements  of  the  district  as  well  as  a  bond 
ledger.  In  one-township  districts  the  town  super¬ 
visor  acts  as  district  treasurer,  in  two-township 
districts  the  commissioners  designate  which  town 
supervisor  shall  be  district  treasurer,  and  in  spe¬ 
cial  districts  the  county  treasurer  acts  as  district 
treasurer.  If  the  district  is  in  two  or  more  coun¬ 
ties  the  commissioners  choose  one  of  the  county 
treasurers.  The  treasurer  must  furnish  bond  each 
year  of  not  less  than  twice  the  amount  of  money 
he  will  handle  during  the  year,  although  additional 
bond  need  not  be  furnished  by  the  county  treasurer 
if  the  commissioners  deem  his  official  bonds  suffi¬ 
cient.121  His  compensation  is  fixed  by  the  com¬ 
missioners  but  must  not  exceed  $500  a  district  nor 
2  per  cent  of  the  assessments  he  collects  and  1  per 
cent  of  the  money  paid  him  by  other  collectors  or 
treasurers.122 

A  bound  book  kept  by  the  clerk  and  known  as 
The  Drainage  Record  is  the  most  important  record. 
It  is  much  more  important  than  those  for  Drain¬ 
age  and  Levee  Act  districts  since  most  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  by  levee  districts  are  through  the  court 
and  are  therefore  found  in  the  court  records.  Par¬ 
ticularly  for  one-  and  two-township  districts  under 
the  Farm  Drainage  Act,  however,  this  is  not  the 
case  and  the  records  of  the  local  officials  are  in 
most  cases  the  only  official  records.  In  the  drain¬ 
age  record  are  recorded,  in  addition  to  all  proceed¬ 
ings,  findings,  and  orders  of  the  commissioners,  the 
plats  and  maps  of  the  drainage  works  and  the  lands 
drained,  the  releases  for  damages,  a  certified  tran¬ 
script  of  the  court  proceedings  in  assessing  dam¬ 
ages,  the  classification  of  lands  serving  as  the  base 
for  apportioning  all  taxes,  the  bonds  of  the  officers, 
the  commissioners  and  treasurers  annual  reports  of 
assessments  levied  and  receipts  and  disbursements, 
the  agreement  for  the  organization,  ii  a  mutual  dis¬ 
trict  and  other  vital  information  pertaining  to  the 
district.  Other  records  include  the  treasurer’s  cash 
ledger  and  bond  register. 

Assessment  of  Damages — The  procedure  for 
levying  assessments  under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act 
is  quite  different  from  that  under  the  Levee  Act. 
The  allowance  for  damages,  apportionment  of  bene¬ 
fits,  and  computation  of  the  actual  tax  to  be  assessed 
against  each  tract  are  separately  determined. 

““Sec.  158. 

•"Sees.  84,  113,  114,  and  156. 

•»Sec.  158. 
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After  organization  and  the  determination  of  the 
system  of  drainage,  the  commissioners  proceed  to 
procure  right  of  way  by  agreement  with  the  owners 
and  to  obtain  written  releases.  If  the  whole  right 
of  way  cannot  be  acquired  thus,  they  apply  to  a 
justice  of  the  peace  or  the  judge  of  the  county  or 
circuit  court  who  calls  a  jury.  Notice  of  the  hear¬ 
ing  is  served  on  resident  landowners  and  sent  or 
published  for  non-resident  owners.  If  a  jury  must 
be  called  and  damages  paid  to  some  owners,  those 
who  have  signed  releases  are  also  entitled  to  hear¬ 
ing  and  damages.  The  jury  hears  the  evidence,  may 
go  on  the  land  and  view  the  premises  upon  request, 
and  returns  its  verdict  or  award  of  damages  upon 
which  the  judge  or  justice  enters  judgment.123 

Apportionment  of  Benefits  and  Tax  Levy — 
The  commissioners  then  apportion  benefits  to  re¬ 
sult  from  the  system  of  drainage  by  classifying 
tracts  in  units  of  approximately  forty  acres  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  relative  benefit  to  be  derived.  The  tract 
or  tracts  receiving  the  most  benefits  are  assigned 
100  per  cent  and  all  other  tracts  receiving  less  bene¬ 
fit  are  assigned  a  lesser  percentage.  Highways  and 
railroad  rights  of  way  may  be  included  and  classi¬ 
fied  according  to  benefit.  The  classification  is  then 
filed  in  the  clerk’s  office  for  inspection  and  notice  of 
hearing  on  objections  to  the  classification  is  given 
by  the  clerk.  The  hearing  is  held  before  the  com¬ 
missioners  and  the  roll  is  corrected,  modified,  or 
left  the  same  as  they  deem  warranted.  They  then 
confirm  it,  the  order  of  confirmation  being  filed  with 
the  clerk.124 

Appeal  may  be  taken  from  the  commissioner’s 
classification  to  the  county  or  circuit  court  after 
posting  bond  to  cover  the  court  costs.  The  court 
summons  a  special  jury  which  hears  testimony  and 
corrects  errors  or  confirms  the  original  classification. 
This  final  determination  by  it  is  filed  with  the  'court 
records  and  recorded  in  the  drainage  record.  It 
serves  as  the  basis  for  determining  the  share  of  the 
costs  of  construction  and  future  maintenance  or  re¬ 
pair  costs  to  be  borne  by  each  tract.125 

The  commissioners  determine  and  order  by  reso¬ 
lution  the  amount  of  money  which  must  be  raised 
by  assessment  to  pay  the  costs.  This  amount  is  then 
apportioned  by  the  commissioners  among  the  various 
tracts  according  to  the  acreage  and  classification 
percentage  of  each  tract.  The  form  of  the  assess¬ 
ment  roll,  called  the  tax  list  in  farm  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts,  is  set  forth  in  the  statutes.  It  includes  the 
owner’s  name,  description  of  the  land,  classification 

iaSec3.  100,  101,  and  102;  special  districts  secs.  142  and  143. 

‘“Sees.  103,  105,  106  and  123;  special  districts,  secs.  144  and  145. 

'“Secs.  106  and  107;  special  districts,  sec.  146. 


percentage,,  amount  of  the  tax  apportioned  to  each 
tract,  damages  allowed,  or  any  other  credit  given  to 
the  owner,  and  net  amount  due  to  the  district  or  to 
the  landowner.  The  list  is  then  filed  with  the  town 
clerk  who  enters  it  in  the  drainage  records.  In 
special  districts  the  amount  to  be  assessed  each  tract 
is  computed  by  the  court  clerk  after  the  resolution 
for  the  amount  to  be  raised  is  filed  with  him:  the 
commissioners  then  make  out  the  tax  list  and  file 
it  with  the  district  clerk.  If  the  district  lies  in  more 
than  one  county,  the  court  clerk  sends  a  copy  of  the 
list  to  the  circuit  court  clerk  or  recorder  in  the  other 
county  or  counties.126 

Within  ten  days  after  the  filing  of  this  tax  list, 
any  owner  may  appeal  to  the  county  court  on  the 
ground  that  the  tax  exceeds  the  benefits  to  his  land. 
Such  appeal  shall  not  delay  or  interfere  with  the 
progress  of  the  work  or  the  collection  of  any  tax  not 
appealed.127 

Additional  Assessments — No  provision  is  made 
in  this  act  for  the  levying  of  annual  benefits.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  to  keep  the 
works  in  repair  after  construction  and  to  remedy 
any  defects  if  it  should  happen  that  some  lands  of 
the  district,  though  assessed,  were  not  drained  as 
intended.  If  there  are  not  sufficient  funds  for  this 
purpose,  they  must  levy  a  new  assessment  to  provide 
them.128  Such  repair  assessments  may  be  levied 
from  time  to  time  on  the  old  classification  without 
notice  and  hearing.  However,  assessments  for  new 
construction  or  improvements  can  only  be  made 
after  notice  and  a  new  classification.129 

No  assessments  can  be  levied  for  work  previously 
performed  and  indebtedness  previously  incurred,130 
but  additional  assessments  may  be  levied  in  the 
same  manner  as  original  assessments  if  the  original 
assessment  is  void  for  some  technical  reason  not 
affecting  its  merits.131 

Several  additional  specific  authorizations  apply 
to  special  drainage  districts,  such  as  the  levying  of 
assessments  for  administration  costs  and  expenses132 
and  additional  levy  on  the  original  classification  if 
the  original  levy  is  inadequate  to  complete  the  pro¬ 
posed  work.133  Provision  is  made  for  the  commis¬ 
sioners  to  file  an  annual  report  with  the  county 

•“Sec .  108;  special  districts,  sec.  147. 

'“Sees.  110  and  111;  special  districts,  sec.  147. 

'“See.  125. 

’“Schwartz  v.  Big  Lake  Drainage  Special  District,  307  Ill.  209  and  People  v.  Barnes, 
324  IU.  93. 

’“People  ex  rel  Decker  v.  Langlois,  353  Ill.  110  and  Drainage  commissioners  of 
District  No.  2  v.  Kinney,  233  Ill.  67,  Beardsworth  v.  Whiteside  &  Rock  Island  Special 
Drainage  District,  356  III  158. 

'•'Sec.  164. 

'••Sec.  154a. 

'“Sec.  148. 
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clerk,  stating  the  amount,  maturity  date,  and  rate 
of  interest  of  bonds,  notes,  and  orders  issued  and 
unpaid,  and  the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  meet 
any  deficiency  in  these  items  or  any  deficiency 
caused  by  court  reduction  of  an  assessment,  and  to 
levy  an  assessment  on  the  old  classification  to  cover 
this  amount.134 

Construction  and  Letting  of  Contract — In  de¬ 
termining  the  system  of  drainage,  an  engineer  may 
be  employed  by  the  commissioners  to  locate  and 
advise  on  the  chara'cter  of  the  work  to  be  done  and 
to  prepare  cost  estimates.135  Formerly  constructed 
private  ditches  may  be  included  in  the  system  and 
credit  for  them  allowed  to  the  owners.136  The  work 
may  include  the  widening,  deepening,  or  draining 
of  water  courses  outside  the  district  as  well  as  those 
within  it.  If  the  necessary  privileges  cannot  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  landowners  outside  the  district, 
they  may  be  obtained  by  eminent  domain  and  lands 
outside  the  district  or  in  another  district  may  even 
be  assessed  if  they  are  benefited.137  The  commis¬ 
sioners  or  their  agents  are  authorized  to  enter  upon 
the  lands  to  make  surveys  or  construct  or  repair  the 
work,  provided  the  net  allowance  of  damages  over 
the  tax  assessed  has  been  paid ;  denial  of  such  legal 
entry  is  subject  to  fine.138 

If  the  costs  of  the  work  will  exceed  $500,  contracts 
must  be  let  by  advertising  for  bids.  The  contracts 
may  be  let  in  separate  sections  of  about  a  quarter  of 
a  mile  to  a  contract.139  In  a  separate  act  is  granted 
to  all  districts  the  power  to  contract  with  railroad 
companies  to  construct  or  keep  in  repair  any  levees 
of  the  district,  to  pledge  the  revenues  of  the  dis¬ 
trict  for  this  purpose,  and  to  grant  to  the  company 
the  right  of  way  for  the  construction  of  the  levee 
and  the  right  to  build  and  operate  railroads  on  or 
across  the  levees.140  Since  most  districts  with  levees 
operate  under  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act,  these 
provisions  are  chiefly  applicable  to  them. 

Farm  drainage  districts,  as  well  as  levee  districts, 
may  connect  their  works  with  those  of  other  dis¬ 
tricts  or  may  enter  into  agreements  to  construct  and 
operate  joint  works  and  have  the  costs  apportioned 
between  the  districts.141 

The  work  or  any  part  of  it  may  be  abandoned 
before  the  granting  of  a  contract  upon  petition  of 

■“Sec.  155.  ~~  ” 

‘“Sec.  99. 

‘“Sec.  104. 

“’Sees.  125  and  165. 

■“Secs.  120  and  122. 

‘“Secs.  117  and  118.  Special  provisions  are  made  for  letting  of  contract  when  only 
two  owners  are  involved. 

‘"Sec.  197. 

‘“Secs.  219-235,  236-241. 

“•Sec.  109. 


three-fourths  of  the  owners  representing  half  Ahe 
land.  Assessments  must  then  be  abated  or  rebated 
after  payment  of  all  debts  and  costs  incurred.142 

Notice  of  Assessment,  Due  Dates,  and  Install¬ 
ment  Payment — The  filing  of  the  tax  list  in  the 
clerk’s  office  is  all  the  notice  of  assessment  required 
under  the  Farm  Drainage  Act,  although  notice  of 
classification  is  required.  Upon  filing  of  a  copy  of 
the  tax  list  in  the  office  of  the  county  recorder  of 
deeds  the  tax  becomes  a  lien  upon  the  lands  assessed. 
Unless  the  commissioners  order  the  tax  to  be  paid 
in  installments,  specifying  the  amount  of  each  and 
the  time  due,  or  unless  the  landowners  petition  for 
an  extension  of  time  of  payment  or  payment  in  in¬ 
stallments,  the  full  amount  of  the  tax  becomes  due 
30  days  after  confirmation  and  draws  interest  until 
it  is  paid,  the  interest  to  be  collected  with  and  en¬ 
forced  as  part  of  the  taxes.  However,  in  special 
districts  interest  to  meet  bonds  issued  because  of 
deferred  payment  is  assessed  and  collected  under 
a  separate  levy  each  year.143 

Collection  of  Assessments — After  the  filing  of 
the  tax  list,  the  drainage  district  clerk  certifies  a 
copy  to  the  treasurer  who  is  collector  of  the  district. 
When  an  assessment  is  fully  paid  the  treasurer  signs 
and  gives  the  owner  a  release  in  full,  which  may  be 
recorded  in  the  county  recorder’s  office.  An  owner 
may  pay  his  assessment  by  contracting  to  do  a  cer¬ 
tain  part  of  the  work  and  having  the  price  for  this 
offset  against  his  tax.144 

On  or  before  March  10  each  year  the  treasurer 
makes  up  a  list  of  all  delinquent  lands  and  the 
tax  or  installment  and  interest  due  and  unpaid 
and  returns  this  list  to  the  county  collector.  There¬ 
after,  these  taxes  go  through  the  same  enforcement 
procedure  as  for  collections  of  county  taxes,  except 
that  the  district  treasurer  may  continue  to  receive 
payment  of  these  taxes  and  present  a  list  of  such 
collections  to  the  county  collector  before  tax  sale. 
At  the  tax  sale  itself  the  district  may  purchase  sale 
certificates  against  the  delinquent  lands.145 

In  certain  cases  where  bonds  have  been  registered 
with  the  state  auditor,  he  determines  the  principal 
and  interest  due  on  these  bonds  for  the  current  year 
plus  the  cost  of  collection  and  disbursement  and  cer¬ 
tifies  this  amount  to  the  county  clerk  of  the  county 
in  which  the  district  is  organized.  After  this  is 
recorded  in  the  drainage  record,  the  district  clerk 
computes  and  apportions  this  amount  in  the  same 
way  as  the  original  levees,  makes  out  a  tax  list  of 

,43Secs.  112,  171-174,;  special  districts  secs.  148,  150,  155  and  People  v.  Garner,  267 
Ill.  396. 

l44Secs.  113,  119,  176;  special  districts,  sec.  148. 

145 Secs.  115  and  116. 
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the  amount  so  certified  by  the  auditor  and  delivers 
it  to  the  treasurer  of  the  district.  If  lands  are  in 
more  than  one  county,  the  clerk  makes  out  a  sepa¬ 
rate  list  for  each  county  and  delivers  it  to  the  county 
clerks.  The  county  clerk  or  clerks  at  the  time  for 
making  up  the  tax  books  and  extending  property 
taxes  must  extend  these  amounts  on  the  tax  books, 
and  such  taxes  are  then  collected  the  same  as  such 
taxes.  The  State  becomes  the  custodian  of  these 
taxes  and  pays  them  out  to  the  bondholders.146 

Also  when  taxes  for  interest,  repairs,  or  a  defi¬ 
ciency  are  levied  by  special  districts,  these  taxes  are 
extended  on  the  county  tax  books  and  collected  like 
State,  county,  municipal  or  other  taxes  and  the 
amounts  turned  over  by  the  county  collection  offi¬ 
cials  to  the  drainage  district  treasurer.147 

In  the  enforcement  of  unpaid  delinquent  taxes, 
provision  is  made  for  the  commissioners  to  file 
petitions  in  circuit  court  for  foreclosure  of  lands 
with  over-due  taxes  still  unpaid  by  tax  sale  date 
without  the  usual  requirement  of  two  years  previous 
forfeiture.148  Drainage  taxes  also  may  be  fore¬ 
closed  under  the  general  revenue  laws  of  the  state. 

Borrowing  Powers  and  Character  of  Bonds 
and  Notes  Issued — Any  district  may  borrow  and 
issue  bonds  not  exceeding  the  amount  of  its  assess¬ 
ments  on  which  payment  has  been  deferred  or 
divided  into  installments,  if  a  petition  is  signed  by 
a  majority  of  the  landowners  and  a  hearing  held 
thereon.  Also  any  district  may  borrow  up  to  90 
per  cent  of  the  amount  of  unpaid  assessments  at  the 
time  of  borrowing  without  the  necessity  of  a  peti¬ 
tion.  Bonds  may  be  issued  at  a  maximum  of  6  per 
cent  interest,  to  mature  not  more  than  one  year 
after  the  last  assessment  or  installment  falls  due. 
Bonds  may  be  issued  against  any  one  installment 
and  constitute  a  lien  upon  it  alone.149  A  bond  regis¬ 
ter  open  to  the  public,  containing  a  record  of  bonds 
issued,  maturity  dates,  the  assessments  against 
which  they  were  issued,  and  payments  on  the  bonds, 
must  be  kept  for  bonds  issued  under  some  provi¬ 
sions.150 

Bonds  issued  under  certain  provisions  may  be 
registered  with  the  State  auditor  and  when  so  regis¬ 
tered  the  bonds  are  paid  through  his  office,  and 
assessments  to  pay  them  collected  with  property 


,46Secs.  203  and  204;  special  districts,  secs.  153  and  154.  There  has  been  no  levy  of 
State  taxes  on  property  since  1932,  but  local  bond  fund  taxes  are  collected  as  State 
taxes  would  be,  if  levied. 

I47See  sec.  155;  People  v.  Garner,  267  Ill.  396  and  Waite  v.  People,  228  III.  173, 
iaSec.  157  and  Drainage  District  No.  1,  Soucy,  292  III.  584. 

14,Sec8.  171-175,  200,  and  People  v.  Jones,  137  Ill.  35;  special  districts,  secs.  148  and 
150. 

‘“Secs.  201;  special  districts,  sec.  151. 


taxes.151  The  character  of  the  bonds  and  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  repayment  are  the  same  as  those 
issued  by  districts  under  the  Drainage  and  Levee 
Act.152 

Extension  of  Time  of  Payment  of  Assess¬ 
ments  and  Refundiing  Bonds — The  due  dates  of 
unpaid  assessments  which  were  originally  deferred 
or  divided  into  installments  may  be  further  post¬ 
poned  or  divided  into  new  installments  maturing  at 
later  dates.  To  do  this  a  petition  must  be  signed 
by  a  majority  of  landowners  and  filed  with  the  court 
or  town  clerk;  hearing  held;  written  consent  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  holders  of  bonds  against  shell 
assessments;  and  judgment  granted  rescinding  the 
prior  order  and  confirming  the  new  roll.153  Special 
districts  may  extend  the  maturity  date  of  assess¬ 
ments  without  the  necessity  of  such  petition  and 
have  specific  authority  to  issue  refunding  bonds  to 
the  full  amount  of  the  unpaid  assessments  against 
which  the  original  bonds  were  issued.154 

Federal-Aid  and  Other  Provisions — The  com¬ 
missioners  may  convey,  grant,  transfer,  or  sell  any 
lands  owned  by  the  district  to  the  United  States 
government  or  its  agen'ey  for  a  grant  or  loan  to 
construct  or  extend  its  works  or  on  other  terms. 
They  may  also  lease  lands  from  the  Federal  govern¬ 
ment  for  the  use  of  the  district  and  enter  into  an 
agreement  for  such  lease  without  a  previous  appro¬ 
priation  and  levy  for  that  purpose.155  The  district 
may  accept  drainage  works  constructed  or  proposed 
to  be  constructed  by  the  United  States  government, 
furnish  lands,  easements,  and  right  of  way  for  such 
construction  and  agree  to  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  construction.  If  two  or  more  con¬ 
tiguous  districts  are  benefited  by  the  construction, 
upon  petition  of  a  district  to  be  benefited,  the  county 
court  of  the  county  containing  the  greater  part  of 
the  benefited  lands  must  hold  a  hearing  and  ap¬ 
portion  the  non-Federal  costs  among  landowners  of 
the  drainage  districts  whose  lands  will  be  bene¬ 
fited.156 

Other  Provisions — Assessments  may  be  reduced 
or  abated  by  the  county  court  upon  petition  of  the 
commissioners  or  any  interested  person  and  hearing 
thereon  if  the  assessments  exceed  the  total  indebted¬ 
ness  based  upon  such  assessments.  However,  the 
abatement  must  not  impair  any  contract  for  the 
payment  of  the  indebtedness.157  Finally,  like  levee 

“'Secs.  202;  special  districts,  secs.  152-154. 

“•See  supra. 

'“Secs.  171-174. 

'“Sec.  149. 

'“Sec.  246a. 

'“Secs.  166.2  and  166.3. 

“'Sees.  176a  and  176b. 
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districts,  districts  under  this  act  may  own  and  oper¬ 
ate  dredge  boats.158 

ANNEXATION,  DISCONNECTION,  REORGANI¬ 
ZATION,  AND  DISSOLUTION  OF  DRAINAGE 

DISTRICTS. 

There  are  numerous  provisions  in  both  the  Drain¬ 
age  and  Levee  Act  and  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  and 
in  other  statutes  whereby  the  size  of  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  can  be  altered  or  the  organization  dissolved. 
The  provisions  of  both  laws  for  annexing  lands  to 
a  district  are  substantially  the  same.159  After  a  dis¬ 
trict  has  been  organized  and  it  appears  that  lands 
lying  outside  its  boundaries  are  benefited  by  the  con¬ 
struction  work  of  the  distirct,  the  commissioners 
may  petition  the  court  of  jurisdiction  that  the  lands 
so  benefited  be  included.  The  procedure  is  the  same 
as  that  for  the  formation  of  districts  under  each  act. 
Landowners  may  be  regarded,  under  either  act,  as 
having  made  voluntary  application  for  inclusion  in 
the  district  if  their  lands  are  connected  with  the 
drains  or  ditches  of  the  district.  Drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  can  be  enlarged  by  action  of  the  commis¬ 
sioners  alone  if  the  landowner  presents  a  written 
report  and  an  agreement  to  pay  his  proportionate 
share  of  the  costs.  In  this  case,  the  agreement  is 
filed  in  the  drainage  district  record  and  the  lands 
are  merely  declared  to  be  included  by  the  drainage 
district  officers.  Under  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act 
the  commissioners  have  added  powers  of  enlarging 
the  district  by  their  own  action  if  a  petition  is  pre¬ 
sented  signed  by  the  same  proportion  of  landowners 
in  the  area  proposed  to  be  annexed  as  was  required 
for  the  original  organization.160  Thus  under  both 
acts  landowners  may  voluntarily  annex  their  hold¬ 
ings  to  a  drainage  district  or  they  may  be  included, 
even  against  their  wills,  if  the  district  can  show 
that  it  is  of  benefit  to  them.  Under  the  Drainage 
and  Levee  Act,  the  district  has  specific  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  include  in  its  boundaries  all  the  lands  pro¬ 
tected  and  benefited ;  such  authority  is  implied  under 
the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885.161 

Likewise  the  benefit  principal  applies  to  the  dis¬ 
connection  of  lands  from  a  drainage  district.  In 
order  to  disconnect  lands  from  any  district  or¬ 
ganized  under  either  act,  it  must  be  proved  that  the 
lands  to  be  disconnected  never  have  been,  are  not, 
and  cannot  be  benefited  by  the  system  of  drainage 
constructed  by  the  district.  The  power  to  discon- 


*“Sec.  76a.  ( 

’“Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879,  sec.  13  and  57;  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1886, 
sec.  126. 

'“Sec.  67. 

‘•'Secs.  75  and  126. 


nect  land  from  a  drainage  district  is  vested  with 
the  court  of  jurisdiction.162 

As  has  been  noted  earlier,  drainage  districts 
formed  under  one  act  may  reorganize  and  proceed 
under  the  other  act  if  they  wish.  Also  since  drain¬ 
age  districts  may  include  some  city  or  village  lands 
within  their  boundaries,  the  development  of  the 
city  may  result  in  control  of  the  district  eventually 
accruing  to  the  owners  of  the  city  lots.  WJien  this 
occurs  and  friction  develops,  the  owners  of  three- 
fourths  of  the  farm  lands  in  a  district  may  petition 
the  county  court  for  reorganization.  After  notice 
to  officers  of  the  district  and  court  hearing,  if  it  is 
established  that  the  owners  of  city  lots  constitute 
a  majority  of  the  voters  in  the  district,  the  court 
may  authorize  the  owners  of  farm  lands  to  reor¬ 
ganize  into  a  separate  district,  and  then  apportion 
the  indebtedness  of  the  old  district  between  the  two 
new  districts.163 

Drainage  districts  may  be  dissolved  only  by 
definite  action  on  the  part  of  the  landowners.  Ordi¬ 
narily  when  the  need  for  a  drainage  district  has 
ceased  to  exist,  there  is  little  incentive  for  those 
who  were  once  interested  to  take  the  necessary 
steps  for  formal  dissolution.  For  this  reason,  most 
of  the  drainage  districts  that  have  ever  been  organ¬ 
ized  in  Illinois  are  still  in  existence  by  virtue  of 
having  failed  to  take  the  necessary  court  action 
for  dissolution.164  In  an  act  of  June  4,  1889,  in¬ 
dependent  of  both  the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act 
of  1879  and  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885,  the 
General  Assembly  provided  for  the  dissolution  of 
drainage  districts  formed  under  either  statute.165 
This  law  provides  that  the  county  court  where  the 
district  has  been  organized  may  dissolve  any  drain¬ 
age  district  upon  petition  of  four-fifths  of  the  land- 
owners  whose  holdings  aggregate  three-fourths  of 
the  district.  The  court  must  first  hold  hearings, 
give  due  notice,  and  determine  that  no  indebtedness 
of  the  district  exists.  The  requirements  of  this  pro¬ 
cedure  seem  to  be  too  exacting  to  be  made  useful 
in  clearing  the  record  of  an  inactive  and  unused  dis¬ 
trict.  The  procedure  apparently  has  been  used  in 
several  instances  to  dissolve  active  districts  where 
other  means  of  protest  failed.166 


162Secs.  43  and  57a.  Specific  procedure  before  the  court  is  provided  in  the  Drain¬ 
age  and  Levee  Act.  There  is  no  similar  provision  in  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  but 
ample  opportunities  for  protesting  assessed  benefits  are  provided  otherwise  in  the 
procedure  for  organizing  the  district. 

1MOf  the  eleven  hundred  districts  whose  records  were  examined  for  this  study,  lees 
than  one-half  showed  any  financial  activity  since  1925.  Collections  of  assessments 
and  annual  benefits  were  obtained  on  468  districts. 

1MSecs.  198  and  199.  Other  provision  for  abandonment  and  dissolution  are  found 
in  both  acts.  See  secs.  44,  109,  and  132. 

‘"Sees.  167-170. 

1MSee  Cosby  v.  Barnes,  251  Ill.  460  (1911),  Hollenbeck  v.  Detrick,  162  Ill.  388  (1896), 
and  Beatty  v.  Zimmerman,  249  Ill.  180  (1911). 
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The  compilation  of  organizational  or  financial 
data  concerning  drainage  districts  in  Illinois  is 
first  a  problem  of  locating  records  of  individual 
districts.  There  is  not  now,  nor  has  there  ever  been, 
any  central  agency  to  which  these  quasi-govern- 
mental  units  report,  nor  is  there  any  provision  in 
the  statutes  for  a  uniform  recording  of  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  such  units.  To  some  extent  county  records  re¬ 
veal  the  existence  of  such  districts  although,  as  men¬ 
tioned  earlier,  access  must  also  be  had  to  records 
of  justices  of  the  peace  courts  and  to  township 
drainage  records  for  any  complete  listing  of  drain¬ 
age  districts.  Even  such  coverage  does  not  present 
an  adequate  picture,  for  much  drainage  has  been 
accomplished  on  small-scale  projects  through  private 
enterprise.  Many  of  the  drainage  works  that  are 
effective  today  have  been  constructed  by  organiza¬ 
tions  that  for  practical  and  active  purposes  no 
longer  exist.  While  the  count  of  districts,  estab¬ 
lished  by  this  study  at  1,541,  would  appear  to  be 
fairly  inclusive,  only  468,  or  a  little  more  than  one- 
fourth  of  this  number  of  districts,  have  been  active 
since  1925. 

Location  and  identification  of  fifteen  hundred 
drainage  districts,  the  greatest  majority  of  which 
have  been  inactive  for  more  than  ten  years,  was  a 
problem  of  finding  the  original  records  of  these 
districts  and  gathering  from  such  of  those  that 
existed  a  picture  of  the  financial  history  of  the  dis¬ 
trict  from  the  time  of  its  beginning.  A  number 
of  Illinois  drainage  districts  were  organized  as  long 
ago  as  1879.  Several  sources  of  information  were 
available  for  the  preparation  of  a  check-list  of  dis¬ 
tricts.  The  Pickels  and  Leonard  report,  referred 
to  earlier,  was  used  as  a  starting  point  for  such 
a  list.  First  published  in  1921  and  later  revised 
in  1929,  this  report  lists  approximately  1,198  drain¬ 
age  districts.  For  this  Survey  these  districts  were 
listed  by  counties  where  they  lie  and  the  lists  sent 
to  projects  operating  in  those  Downstate  counties 
to  serve  as  a  place  of  beginning  for  identification 
and  location  of  all  districts.  Substantial  changes 
and  additions  were  made  to  the  count  of  districts 
as  the  assembling  of  data  progressed. 

It  was  determined  that  the  first  object  of  the 
drainage  study  should  be  an  inventory  of  districts 
that  would  constitute  as  complete  as  possible  a  list¬ 
ing  of  all  drainage  districts  that  had  been  in  exist¬ 
ence  in  Illinois  under  the  laws  of  1879.  This  in¬ 
ventory  was  to  include  a  brief  summary  form  of  the 


financial  operations  of  the  districts ;  namely,  the 
amounts  of  construction  assessments  levied  and  the 
bonds  issued  against  such  assessments,  and  the 
amounts  of  annual  benefits  assessments  levied  each 
year  by  such  districts.  (The  latter  figures  were 
later  presented  as  five-year  totals.)  In  addition, 
the  date  of  organization,  the  location  of  the  district, 
and  the  number  of  acres  included  in  its  boundaries 
were  to  be  included.  When  it  was  later  discovered 
that  a  very  fertile  source  of  information  were  the 
Supreme  Court  reports,  these  citations  were  added 
to  the  inventory. 

Sources  of  Information — Drainage  districts  or¬ 
ganized  under  the  county  or  circuit  courts  are  re¬ 
quired  to  file  with  the  clerks  of  these  bodies,  records 
of  all  the  activities  of  the  district.  Not  only 
are  all  the  activities  of  such  districts  subject  to 
court  approval,  but  an  annual  financial  statement 
is  required  to  be  filed  by  the  commissioners.  Both 
the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879  and  the  Farm 
Drainage  Act  of  1885  require  that  the  clerk  pro¬ 
cure  a  “substantial  volume  to  be  known  as  the 
‘Drainage  Record’  and  to  record  therein  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  all  drainage  districts  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court.”  Rather  complete  records  of  districts 
organized  under  these  courts  were  obtained.  Table 
5,  in  Chapter  I,  indicates  that  data  were  compiled 
for  503  of  the  known  544  drainage  and  levee  dis¬ 
tricts  and  for  77  of  the  known  special  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts.  These  two  classes  of  districts  are  substan¬ 
tially  those  organized  under  the  county  and  circuit 
courts. 

Since  few  Illinois  townships  have  town  halls  or 
any  permanent  depository  for  records,  the  docu¬ 
ments  available  for  such  governmental  units  are 
very  generally  limited  to  those  representing  the  cur¬ 
rent  activities  of  the  township.  Township  officers 
are  elected  every  four  years  and  it  is  reasonable 
to  expect  that  an  inquiry  into  the  activities  of  such 
units  dating  as  far  back  as  sixty  years  might  be 
difficult.  Very  little  data  on  township,  union,  and 
mutual  drainage  districts  was  obtainable  for  the 
early  years  covered  by  the  inventory.  Of  the  known 
327  union  drainage  districts,  data  were  obtained  for 
190;  of  the  497  township  drainage  districts  and  18 
user  drainage  districts,  data  were  obtained  for  only 
326;  and  of  the  95  mutual  drainage  districts,  rec¬ 
ords  of  68  were  located.  Nor  did  the  Commission 
attempt  to  obtain  township  drainage  records  in  all 
counties.  For  the  most  part  this  effort  was  limited 
to  the  eight  counties  included  in  the  “tile  drainage 
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area”  discussed  at  length  in  Chapter  I.  A  total  of 
1,541  districts  were  covered  by  the  inventory  but 
financial  data  was  obtainable  for  only  1,164  of  these. 

In  1934,  the  Federal  Land  Bank  at  St.  Louis  made 
a  rather  complete  study  of  the  farms  in  Illinois 
including  those  in  drainage  districts.  Since  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  study  was  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  ap¬ 
praisal  of  such  lands,  for  loans,  considerable  data 
were  gathered  concerning  the  financial  status  of 
abtive  drainage  districts.  A  general  statement  of 
the  type  of  drainage  improvement  undertaken,  the 
financing,  the  outstanding  obligations  if  any,  and 
an  appraisal  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  drainage 
enterprise  were  a  part  of  the  data  compiled.  For¬ 
tunately,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Survey  of  Local 
Finance,  these  data  were  grouped  by  drainage  dis- 
cluded.  The  Tax  Commission  was  able  to  make  ar¬ 
rangements  for  the  use  of  the  financial  and  back¬ 
ground  data  on  these  districts ;  it  was  not  interested 
tricts  and  considerable  background  material  in- 
in  the  appraisals  made.  Employing  the  technique 
of  microphotography,  four  filing  cases  of  such  rec¬ 
ords  were  photographed  on  35  mm.  films  and  thus 
utilized  in  the  Chicago  office  of  the  Commission 
without  inconvenience  to  the  Federal  Land  Bank 
through  the  loan  and  shipment  of  records.  For  the 
most  part  the  Land  Bank  films  were  utilized  to  cata¬ 
logue  drainage  districts  not  included  in  the  inven¬ 
tory  derived  from  local  records.  More  than  three 
hundred  additional  drainage  districts  and  a  fairly 
complete  financial  record  were  added  to  the  inven¬ 
tory  by  using  these  Land  Bank  records.  A  great 
deal  of  additional  data  are  shown  on  the  films,  which 
limitations  of  space  and  time  prevented  being  util¬ 
ized  in  this  study. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  as 
stated  earlier,  has  reviewed  more  than  five  hundred 
cases  involving  drainage  district  operation.  In  the 
study  of  the  legal  problems  of  drainage  districts, 
it  was  discovered  that  the  reports  of  many,  many 
of  these  cases  contain  excellent  historical  statements 
of  the  districts  involved.  Additions  were  made 
from  time  to  time  to  the  inventory  as  a  result  of 
notes  taken  on  these  cases.  It  was  finally  deter¬ 
mined  that  a  complete  check  of  the  entire  set  of 
Supreme  Court  reports  would  be  profitable.  A  great 
deal  of  additional  data  concerning  the  early  financial 
operation  of  districts  was  thus  obtained.  At  the 
same  time  suitable  additions  were  made  to  the  in¬ 
ventory  by  citing  the  cases  in  which  each  district 
was  involved.  While  primarily  cases  should  be  cited 
to  the  point  at  law,  some  value  may  derive  from 
having  them  noted  in  a  statement  of  the  history 


of  the  districts  themselves.  Records  of  borrowing 
in  the  earlier  years  were  the  notable  additions 
through  use  of  the  Supreme  Court  reports;  only 
a  few  new  districts  were  added  to  the  inventory 
through  this  source.  A  number  of  districts,  shown 
in  the  inventory  and  for  which  no  local  records  were 
available,  were  revealed  to  have  been  dissolved  or 
declared  void  by  a  checking  of  the  corn  t  cases. 
Similarly,  districts  where  activities  were  determined 
from  a  checking  of  the  laws  enacted  by  General 
Assemblies  prior  to  1879  are  included  in  the  inven¬ 
tory  since  they  constitute  a  record  of  drainage  at¬ 
tempts  in  this  State  and  more  particularly  because 
such  records  are  different  of  access  and  time-con¬ 
suming  to  compile,  should  occasion  arise  to  again 
refer  to  them.  This  is  in  keeping  with  the  intent 
of  this  volume  and  the  Survey  as  a  compilation  of 
source  materials. 

A  number  of  Federal  and  State  departments  have 
been  concerned  both  directly  and  indirectly  with 
Illinois  drainage  districts.  Notably  these  are  de¬ 
partments  whose  activities  and  jurisdictions  extend 
along  the  waterways  and  principal  rivers  of  this 
State.  The  Mississippi  River  Commission,  a  divi¬ 
sion  within  the  Department  of  War  and  more  lately 
the  U.  S.  Army  Engineers,  have  long  been  active  on 
both  the  Illinois  and  Iowa  sides  of  the  Mississippi 
River.  A  number  of  publications  of  these  depart¬ 
ments  were  of  considerable  use  in  compiling  finan¬ 
cial  data  as  well  as  in  the  preparation  of  the  section 
on  Federal  and  State  aid  in  Chapter  I.  The  Division 
of  Waterways  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
and  Buildings  of  the  State  of  Illinois  has  published 
a  report  of  drainage  districts  in  the  Illinois,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  and  Ohio  river  valleys  for  several  years.  These 
data  were  found  especially  helpful  in  checking  in¬ 
formation  gathered  in  the  field  for  the  Survey.  In 
addition  to  these  sources,  the  University  of  Illinois 
was  able  to  supply  much  miscellaneous  data.  Sev¬ 
eral  masters’  and  doctors’  theses  have  been  written 
at  that  institution  upon  various  phases  of  land 
drainage;  these  documents  were  utilized  as  indicated 
from  time  to  time  in  the  text. 

The  gathering  of  data  concerning  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts,  was  the  ninth  and  final  phase  of  field  work 
undertaken  by  the  county  projects  on  the  Survey  of 
Local  Finance.  In  a  large  measure,  the  compila¬ 
tion  of  drainage  data  was  an  extension  of  the  spe¬ 
cial  assessement  study  made  of  local  improvement 
districts  in  urban  areas.  Essentially  the  assess¬ 
ment,  collection,  and  borrowing  procedure  for  drain¬ 
age  districts  is  the  same  as  that  for  local  improve¬ 
ments.  Thus  the  forms  and  instructions  developed 
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for  the  earlier  phase  (and  discussed  at  length  in 
Volume  VI  of  this  Survey)  were  utilized  for  com¬ 
pilation  of  drainage  district  data.  One  new  form, 
60.4,  was  devised  for  the  collection  of  the  financial 
summary  of  districts. 

Count  of  Districts — As  indicated  earlier,  the 
first  task  was  an  enumeration  of  drainage  districts. 
To  the  1,198  listed  in  the  Pickels  and  Leonard  re¬ 
port,  some  three  hundred  were  added  from  the  Land 
Bank  films  and  a  number  from  other  sources,  bring¬ 
ing  the  total  to  1,541.  The  total  number  listed  in 
the  inventory,  however,  exceeds  this  figure  since 
that  listing  includes,  for  reasons  explained  earlier, 
districts  attempted  but  not  finally  declared  organ¬ 
ized  and  districts  in  operation  prior  to  1879.  A  peti¬ 
tion  setting  forth  in  detail  a  description  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  district,  is  required  to  be  filed  with  the  court 
as  the  first  step  in  procuring  organization.  After 
the  required  hearings  and  other  procedures,  a  court 
order  may  be  entered  declaring  the  drainage  dis¬ 
trict  to  be  duly  organized.  Such  court  orders  were 
taken  as  evidence  of  organization  for  the  purposes 
of  this  inventory.  In  the  absence  of  a  copy  of  the 
court  order  among  the  drainage  records,  it  could 
usually  be  found  in  the  journal  or  docket  of  the 
court.  As  a  general  rule,  the  bound  volume  known 
as  the  “Drainage  Record”  proved  adequate  for 
court  procedures  in  almost  every  county.  The  an¬ 
nual  reports  of  commissioners,  copies  of  assess¬ 
ment  rolls,  and  other  essential  papers  are  copied 
into  these  record  books  in  most  places  where  any 
appreciable  amount  of  drainage  district  operation 
was  effective  in  the  county.  In  some  places  access 
was  had  to  the  property  tax  records — the  Tax  Sale, 
Judgment,  or  Forfeiture  record  to  determine  the 
location  and  existence  of  drainage  districts  in  the 
court  or  their  operation  in  a  given  period  of  time. 

As  work  progressed  on  the  study  of  the  organi¬ 
zation  procedure,  it  appeared  advisable  to  classify 
drainage  districts  according  to  the  law  under  which 
they  were  organized.  The  two  main  bodies  of 
drainage  law — the  Drainage  and  Levee  Act  of  1879 
and  the  Farm  Drainage  Act  of  1885,  provided  for 
the  organization  of  seven  distinct  types  of  districts, 
namely:  drainage  and  levee,  special,  union,  town¬ 
ship,  user,  and  mutual  districts  organized  under 
both  acts.  Accordingly,  as  organized  districts  were 
counted  and  inventoried  they  were  classified.  In 
such  classification  two  criteria  were  employed.  The 
petition  for  organization  ordinarily  sets  forth  the 
type  as  well  as  the  law  under  which  the  procedure 
is  undertaken.  The  name  of  the  district  is  often 
an  indication  of  its  classification.  Drainage  and 


levee  districts  ordinarily,  but  not  always,  have  the 
word  “levee”  in  their  title  and  special  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  are  required  to  incorporate  the  word  “special” 
in  the  name  of  the  district.  Union  districts  are  re¬ 
quired  to  have  the  word  “union”  in  the  name  and  to 
include  the  names  of  the  two  townships  where  the 
lands  lie  in  their  title.  Township  drainage  districts, 
in  addition  to  bearing  the  township  name,  are  re¬ 
quired  to  be  numbered.  Mutual  and  user  drainage 
districts  are  likewise  designated  by  these  words  in 
the  name.  To  indicate  the  growth  of  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts,  both  in  number  and  area,  data  on  date  of 
organization  and  areas  were  assembled  by  years  and 
later  summarized  by  ten-year  periods  and  by  types 
of  districts.  Some  summaries  of  acreage  by  coun¬ 
ties  were  made,  principally  for  comparative  pur¬ 
poses  and  as  an  aid  to  mapping  districts. 

U.  S.  Census  Data — Included  in  the  Fourteenth 
Census  of  the  United  States  (1920)  were,  for  the 
first  time,  statistics  on  drainage  of  agricultural 
lands.  These  data,  published  in  summarized  form 
by  counties,  were  available  for  1920  and  1930  when 
the  Tax  Commission  began  to  compile  much  more 
detailed  data  for  the  Survey  of  Local  Finance. 
When  the  initial  tabulations  of  the  Survey  were 
completed,  these  were  summarized  by  counties  for 
purposes  of  comparison  with  the  Census  Bureau 
figures.  It  was  at  once  apparent  that  wide  discrep¬ 
ancies  existed.  The  Census  figures  reported  that  a 
total  capital  investment  by  drainage  enterprises 
from  the  organization  of  such  enterprises  (pre¬ 
sumably  1879)  was,  in  1930,  approximately  $75 
millions.  Tax  Commission  data  for  the  same  period 
totaled  only  $56  millions. 

A  number  of  points  were  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  reconciliation  of  these  dif¬ 
ferences.  At  the  point  of  departure,  namely 
the  definition  of  a  drainage  enterprise,  lay  the  first 
and  perhaps  greatest  difference.  For  purposes  of 
the  Census  compilation  a  drainage  enterprise  was 
defined  as  “an  area  organized  according  to  law 
for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  lands  for  agricul¬ 
ture,  or  as  a  tract  of  farm  land  of  500  acres  or  more 
drained  as  a  private  undertaking  without  legal  or¬ 
ganization . For  an  enterprise  comprising  land 

in  more  than  one  county,  the  part  in  each  county 
has  been  reported  separately  and  is  counted  herein 
as  an  enterprise.” 

The  Census  Bureau  reported  1,919  drainage  en¬ 
terprises  in  1930;  Tax  Commission  figures,  as 
already  stated,  in  that  same  year  numbered  1,526. 
The  acreage  reported  by  the  Census  Bureau  was 
5,032,682,  while  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  Tax 
Commission  acreage  for  the  same  year  stood  at 
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5,346,100  acres.  The  differences  in  the  number  of 
enterprises  could  be  explained  rather  easily  in  the 
definition,  since  the  Tax  Commission  figures  in¬ 
cluded  only  the  operation  of  regularly  organized 
drainage  districts.  No  matter  in  how  many  coun¬ 
ties  a  drainage  district  lay,  it  was  counted  only 
once ;  special  drainage  districts  alone  would  account 
for  nearly  one  hundred  enterprises  since  all  of 
them  lie  in  more  than  one  county;  Sny  Island  Levee 
Drainage  District  is  in  three  counties,  Cache  River 
Drainage  District  is  in  five  counties;  etc.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  study,  the  acreage  differences  were 
not  thought  significant  since  figures  county  by  coun¬ 
ty  compared  favorably.  It  was  discovered,  after 
considerable  correspondence  and  consultation  with 
the  Census  Bureau,  that  some  sanitary  districts  were 
included  in  their  count. 

Reconciliation  of  the  differences  in  amounts  ex¬ 
pended  for  capital  investment  was  thought  to  be  of 
primary  importance.  Essentially,  according  to  their 
definition,  the  figures  collected  by  the  Census  Bu¬ 
reau  should  include  only  construction  assessments. 
Of  the  $19  millions  discrepancy,  it  was  discovered 
that  $7  millions  were  accounted  for  in  the  apparent 
inclusion  by  the  Census  Bureau  of  the  East  Side 
Levee  District  in  Madison  and  St.  Clair  counties — 
a  governmental  unit  in  Illinois  organized  under  one 
of  the  Sanitary  District  acts.  Similarly,  there  was 
a  difference  in  Tax  Commission  figures  of  more  than 
one  million  dollars  in  Lake  County;  accountable 
for  by  operations  of  the  North  Shore  Sanitary  Dis¬ 
trict.  Differences  of  one  million  dollars  were  also 
revealed  in  Champaign,  Greene,  and  Iroquois  coun¬ 
ties.  Since  Champaign  and  Iroquois  counties  are 
both  in  the  tile  drainage  area,  where  a  great  deal 
of  drainage  has  been  undertaken  by  private  enter¬ 
prise  and  since  there  were  large  differences  in  num¬ 
bers  of  enterprises  in  these  counties,  a  logical  ex¬ 
planation  seemed  to  exist.  The  Greene  County  dif¬ 
ferences  were  not  explainable  since  the  Tax  Com¬ 
mission  data  for  this  county  were  very  complete  and 
excellent  records  available.  Other  county  differ¬ 
ences,  ranging  from  $4,000  to  $700,000,  were  ac¬ 
counted  for  in  some  of  the  ways  indicated  above. 
It  is  interesting  to  note  that  Tax  Commission  county 
totals  exceed  those  of  the  Census  Bureau  in  29  coun¬ 
ties,  aggregating  $6  millions. 

A  further  breakdown  of  the  figures  of  both 
enumerations  was  undertaken  by  comparing  data 
as  at  1920.  It  was  discovered  that  at  that  time  the 
Census  figures  stood,  in  total,  at  $43  millions  and 
the  Tax  Commission  data  at  $31  millions ;  a  discrep¬ 
ancy  of  $11  millions.  Since  the  primary  purpose 


of  the  Survey  was  an  analysis  of  drainage  district 
finance  since  1925,  this  difference  was  given  minor 
significance;  it  could  very  reasonably  be  accounted 
for,  in  addition  to  the  facts  set  forth  above,  by 
failure  on  the  part  of  the  Tax  Commission  to  ob¬ 
tain  many  records  that  might  well  have  existed  in 
1920  and  were  not  available  15  years  later. 

The  essential  difference  in  the  figures  reported  as 
an  increase  of  1930  over  1920  was  studied.  The  Cen¬ 
sus  Bureau  reported  a  total  capital  investment  dur¬ 
ing  this  period  of  $32  millions;  Tax  Commission 
figures  stood  at  $24  millions.  Almost  half  of  the 
$8  millions  difference  could  be  accounted  for  by  the 
East  Side  Levee  District.  Since  the  rules  of  the 
Census  Burean  prohibit  the  giving  out  of  data  on 
individual  enterprises,  any  district-by-district  recon¬ 
ciliation  was  impossible.  The  resolution  of  the 
differences  was  summed  up  as  arising  from  inclu¬ 
sion  by  the  Census  Bureau  of  governmental  units 
and  private  enterprises  not  classified  under  Illinois 
law  as  drainage  districts,  the  incomplete  data  of 
the  Commission  for  earlier  years,  and  the  failure 
of  the  Commission  to  obtain  complete  data  on  cer¬ 
tain  types  of  drainage  districts,  namely  township 
and  union  districts. 

DESCRIPTION  AND  LIMITATIONS  OF 
TABLE  I. 

Name  of  District  and  Date  of  Organization 
— Since  more  complete  records  than  ever  before 
were  available,  considerable  effort  was  expended  in 
obtaining  correct  names  for  drainage  districts.  As 
far  as  possible,  township  and  union  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  were  checked  with  local  records  for  correct 
designations  both  as  to  township  name  and  the 
numerical  designation  of  the  district.  In  some 
instances,  it  may  be  necessary  to  locate  union  dis¬ 
tricts  to  check  under  the  names  of  both  townships 
in  which  the  district  lies;  the  official  designation 
has  been  followed  wherever  possible.  The  supervi¬ 
sion  of  drainage  districts,  by  law,  is  given  to  the 
courts  of  the  county  in  which  a  majority  of  the 
lands  lie.  This  rule  was  followed  in  assigning 
drainage  district  data  for  summary  purposes.  The 
classification  of  districts  by  types  has  already  been 
discussed ;  this  classification  is  not,  however,  in¬ 
dicated  on  the  Inventory  as  shown  in  Table  I.  The 
alphabetical  arrangement  of  the  districts  is  fol¬ 
lowed  by  a  listing  according  to  counties,  which 
should  serve  as  a  complete  guide  to  location  of  a 
district.  The  data  of  organization  of  many  drain¬ 
age  districts  is  uncertain;  this  is  especially  true  of 
township  and  union  districts.  Of  the  300  districts 
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obtained  from  the  Land  Bank  data,  the  early  rec¬ 
ords  of  organization  of  some  were  not  included, 
hence  many  such  districts  are  lacking  this  informa¬ 
tion.  Inventory  data  were  gathered  in  Form  60.4. 

Construction  Assessments  Levied — The  assess¬ 
ments  levied,  as  shown  in  Table  I,  include  only  such 
amounts  that  had  final  order  of  confirmation  by  the 
court.  These  data  represent  essentially  capital  in¬ 
vestment  by  drainage  districts  and  are  not  assess¬ 
ments  levied  for  maintenance  or  operating  charges. 
For  the  most  part,  dates  and  amounts  of  assess¬ 
ments  levied  are  taken  from  the  court  records  of 
drainage  proceedings.  Data  for  early  years  are  in 
some  cases  missing,  as  will  be  indicated  by  a  com¬ 
parison  of  the  date  of  organization  and  the  year  of 
the  first  construction  assessments  shown.  In  a 
few  instances,  only  the  original  (or  estimated) 
amount  of  the  construction  assessment  was  avail¬ 
able.  Where  it  was  known  that  the  assesssment  was 
actually  approved  (by  evidence  that  bonds  were 
issued  or  collections  begun)  this  amount  was  used; 
the  final  figure  may  have  been  more  or  less  than 
that  indicated.  A  number  of  drainage  districts, 
as  stated  earlier,  confuse  repair  assessments  with 
annual  benefits.  The  former  may  be  levied  as  addi¬ 
tion  construction  assessments  and  are  assessed  on 
a  different  basis  than  annual  benefits.  Considerable 
care  was  exercised  in  the  tabulation  of  these  assess¬ 
ments  to  include  only  in  construction  assessments 
those  that  should  properly  be  so  classified — that 
is,  assessments  levied  after  a  court  hearing  and  ap¬ 
proval,  and  to  exclude  all  assessments  made  on  an 
acreage  charge  and  levied  from  year  to  year  by  the 
commissioners  of  the  district  after  an  initial  court 
approval. 

Bonds  Issued — Data  on  amounts  of  bonds  issued 
against  construction  assessments  should  likewise  be 
available  from  court  records,  although  according  to 
statute  court  approval  is  not  necessary  for  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  bonds  unless  the  borrowing  exceeds  90  per 
cent  of  the  construction  assessment.  One  of  the 
greatest  difficulties  encountered  in  the  compilation 
of  the  drainage  data  was  the  lack  of  bond  registers. 
The  drainage  law  is  especially  brief  on  the  subject 
of  bonds  and  there  are  no  requirements  for  keeping 
a  bond  register.  The  absence  of  such  records  ac¬ 
counts  for  some  deficiencies  in  the  data  and  prob¬ 
ably  for  some  errors,  since  resort  was  had  to  other 
less  satisfactory  and  less  complete  sources.  The 
data  on  bonds  issued  are  known  to  be  incomplete 
in  early  years,  Although  the  ratio  of  borrowing  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  fairly  consistent  throughout  the  period. 
Since  bonds  are  not  always  issued  against  construc¬ 


tion  assessments,  it  was  difficult  to  know  where-  the 
search  ended  for  these  data.  By  and  large,  when 
relatively  large  assessments  were  levied  which 
represented  considerable  burden  on  each  parcel  of 
property,  it  was  assumed  that  the  assessment  was 
spread  over  a  period  of  years  and  considerable  pains 
were  taken  to  locate  a  record  of  the  issuance  of 
bonds.  In  some  cases,  treasurers’  reports  indicated 
payments  of  bonds.  In  cases  where  bonds  were 
known  to  have  been  issued  but  amounts  were  not 
known,  the  arbitrary  90  per  cent  figure  was  applied 
if  it  appeared  reasonable.  As  has  been  stated,  the. 
Supreme  Court  reports  were  exceedingly  valuable 
in  providing  bond  data  for  early  years. 

Annual  Benefits  Levied — The  chief  limitation 
in  the  data  shown  for  annual  benefits,  derives  from 
the  fact  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  secure  court  per¬ 
mission  each  year  for  the  levy  of  such  assessments. 
The  court  records  show  only  the  first  approval  of  a 
certain  amount  per  acre;  any  subsequent  entries  on 
the  court  records  appear  only  when  the  commission¬ 
ers  may  seek  to  have  such  amount  increased.  Thus 
the  annual  benefits  data  had  to  be  secured  almost 
entirely  from  the  records  of  individual  drainage 
districts.  These  records,  as  earlier  stated,  were 
lacking  for  the  most  part  for  earlier  years.  The 
consistency  shown  in  the  annual  benefits  tabulations 
derives  to  a  large  extent  from  the  fact  that  such 
data  werfe  consistently  available  for  a  certain  num¬ 
ber  of  districts  never  exceeding  two  hundred.  In 
the  period  since  1925,  these  data  were  available  for 
an  average  of  seventy-five  districts  each  year.  While 
it  is  true  that  annual  benefits  are  levied  only  by 
districts  who  have  an  upkeep  problem  (such  as 
operating  a  pumping  plant),  it  is  quite  probable 
that  if  complete  data  were  available,  the  aggregate 
amount  of  annual  benefits  levied  each  year  would  be 
considerably  larger  than  that  shown.  The  figures 
shown  for  five-year  periods  are  totals  of  all  annual 
benefit  assessments  levied  during  that  period. 

DESCRIPTION  AND  LIMITATIONS  OF 
TABLE  II 

The  ideal  presentation  of  collections  of  assess¬ 
ments  by  drainage  districts  would  be  a  separation 
of  money  by  several  categories,  the  two  main  divi¬ 
sions  being  collections  of  construction  assessments 
and  collections  of  annual  benefit  assessments.  The 
first  of  these  might  well  be  separated  into  principal 
and  interest  accounts  for  each  construction  assess¬ 
ment  levied  anu  might  show  collections  by  periods 
of  time,  that  is,  prepayments,  current  collections, 
and  delinquent  collections  and  a  further  separation 
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of  penalties  received  upon  the  last  item.  A  tabula¬ 
tion  of  drainage  district  receipts  along  these  lines 
would  provide  ample  data  for  a  thorough  analysis 
of  the  fiscal  problems  of  these  organizations.  It 
would  permit  comparison  with  similar  property 
tax  data  and  could  be  related  to  time  factors  in 
other  economic  data.  Practically,  however,  drain¬ 
age  district  records  being  what  they  are,  such  tabu¬ 
lations  are  literally  impossible.  Even  in  drainage 
districts  where  good  records  were  readily  available, 
the  compilation  of  these  data  could  have  been  pro¬ 
hibitive  from  the  view  of  time  involved.  Table  II 
is  a  statement  of  all  the  collections  of  drainage  dis¬ 
tricts  where  records  were  available  at  the  time  the 
data  were  gathered.  The  records  of  468  districts 
were  summarized  and  are  presented  in  this  table. 
Wherever  possible  the  break  down  into  the  above 
suggested  categories  has  been  made.  Collections 
for  individual  districts  have  been  foot-noted  where 
qualifications  seems  necessary  or  would  add  to  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  data.  This  table  was  compared 
with  the  assessments  levied  as  shown  in  Table  I 
and  the  bond  payments  record  in  Table  III.  For 
the  most  part  there  is  substantial  agreement  be¬ 
tween  these  tables  although  the  data  were  secured 
in  many  instances  from  different  sources,  for  ex¬ 
ample  from  court  records  in  the  first  instance  and 
from  treasurer’s  books  or  statements  in  the  second. 
Since  there  is  no  requirement  in  the  statutes  that 
drainage  records  be  audited  periodically,  in  only  a 
very  few  instances  have  all  the  records  of  a  district 
ever  been  brought  into  reconciliation. 

The  data  shown  in  Table  II  were  gathered  from 
the  records  of  the  drainage  district  treasurers.  In 
most  cases  this  individual  is  appointed  by  the  com¬ 
missioners  and  is  a  part-time  officer.  He  may  keep 
an  office  in  a  centrally  located  place  open  for  a  cer¬ 
tain  period  of  the  year  or  for  a  few  hours  each 
week  or  he  may  keep  the  records  in  his  home.  In 
the  case  of  special  drainage  districts,  the  county 
treasurer  is  ex-officio  treasurer.  The  treasurer’s 
records  consist  of  an  assessment  roll  upon  which 
he  records  payments,  a  receipt  book,  and  some  sort 
of  ledger  in  which  he  records  collections  and  dis¬ 
bursements.  The  drainage  district  treasurer,  after 
assessments  have  become  delinquent  prepares  a  list 
of  such  assessments  and  sends  it  to  the  county  treas¬ 
urer  who  spreads  these  items  on  the  Judgment,  Sale 
and  Forfeiture  records.  These  items  become  liens 
upon  property  the  same  as  general  taxes.  When 
the  county  treasurer  collects  forfeited  drainage  as¬ 
sessments  he  remits  the  collections  to  the  district 
treasurer.  In  not  all  cases  have  drainage  district 


treasurers  posted  these  collections  on  the  assess¬ 
ment  rolls.  In  some  districts,  access  was  had  to  the 
county  treasurer’s  records  for  compilation  of  such 
delinquent  collections.  He  keeps  also  a  record  of 
bonds  issued  or  paid  although  by  statute  this  is  but 
required  to  be  a  bond  register.  Annually  he  pre¬ 
pares  for  the  district  commissioners  a  report  of  all 
collections  or  disbursements.  This  record  is  sub¬ 
mitted  by  them  to  the  court  of  jurisdiction  and 
must  be  approved  by  the  court  and  filed  in  its  rec¬ 
ords.  Since  district  treasurers  may  be  changed 
from  time  to  time,  the  current  official  regards  him¬ 
self  as  responsible  only  for  the  active  records  dur¬ 
ing  his  tenure.  Earlier  records  were  difficult  of 
location  and  most  of  the  data  of  these  years  were 
compiled  from  court  records. 

Form  60.1  developed  for  recording  urban  special 
assessment  collections  under  the  Local  Improvement 
Act  was  utilized  for  the  gathering  of  collection  data 
for  drainage  districts.  In  only  a  very  few  dis¬ 
tricts  were  records  kept  so  that  “segregated  collec¬ 
tions”  could  be  obtained.  In  some  districts  where 
collectors’  rolls  were  either  incomplete  or  not  all 
inclusive  of  collection  by  the  district  and  the  county 
treasurer  (after  forfeiture),  the  treasurer’s  reports 
were  used.  Seldom  did  the  treasurer,  in  his  report 
separate  collections,  individual  installments.  In 
most  cases  collections  of  construction  assessments 
and  annual  benefits  were  separated.  Table  II  shows 
collections  on  a  calendar  year  basis,  adjustments 
having  been  made  for  statements  showing  fiscal 
year  summaries.  In  some  districts,  the  data  pre¬ 
sented  may  appear  scattered  and  incomplete.  It 
should  be  noted,  however,  that  not  all  districts  oper¬ 
ate  in  every  year;  some  may  be  inactive  for  longer 
or  shorter  periods  of  time,  depending  upon  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  drainage  works  maintained. 

DESCRIPTION  AND  LIMITATIONS  OF 
TABLE  III 

Drainage  district  bonds  issued,  paid,  and  out¬ 
standing  are  shown  in  Table  III.  These  data  were 
gathered  on  Form  60.2.  The  limitations  of  years 
for  which  data  are  shown  was  determined  by  the 
activity  of  the  district  rather  than  by  the  period 
covered  by  the  Survey.  Where  complete  records 
were  available  over  the  lifetime  of  one  or  more  se¬ 
ries  of  bonds,  the  data  for  that  period  are  shown. 
In  nearly  all  of  the  districts  shown,  the  complete  in¬ 
debtedness  statement  for  the  year  indicated  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  table.  Where  this  is  not  possible, 
notation  has  been  made.  The  summary  of  this 
table  is  shown  in  Chapter  I  and  has  been  translated 
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by  percentages  into  state-wide  totals  for  all  bonds 
issued  during  the  period  1925-1937. 

The  least  comprehensive  points  in  both  the  Drain¬ 
age  Levee  Act  of  1879  and  the  Farm  Drainage  Act 
of  1885  are  the  provisions  concerning  the  issuance 
of  bonds.  The  absence  of  any  provisions  concerning 
the  keeping  of  records  has  made  this  practice  in 
Illinois  varied.  In  some  instances  book  supply  houses 
have  designed  and  printed  drainage  district  bond 
registers  similar  to  those  for  local  improvements 
and  have  canvassed  district  offices  as  a  business 
venture.  In  other  districts  the  treasurer  keeps  a 
bond  register  after  his  own  fashioning.  In  com¬ 
piling  the  data  it  was  often  possible  to  obtain  the 
details  of  the  bond  issue  from  the  court  record  and 
to  compile  payments  of  principal  and  interest  from 
the  commissioner’s  reports  on  file  with  the  courts. 
Access  was  had  in  some  districts  to  the  treasurer’s 
ledger  for  compilation  of  these  payments.  Cancelled 
bonds  and  coupons  were  used  in  only  a  few  cases. 

Table  III  is  not  a  complete  statement  of  all  bond 
issues  nor  of  all  districts  having  bonds  outstanding 
since  1925.  It  is  rather  a. compilation  of  individual 
districts  where  records  were  available.  Data  are 
shown  for  154  districts  whereas  collections  are 
shown  for  468  districts;  but  all  districts  do  not 
have  bonds  outstanding,  however.  The  districts 
shown  in  Table  II  are  sufficiently  varied  in  size  and 
type  and  scattered  throughout  the  state  so  that  the 
experience  shown  would  seem  to  be  fairly  indica¬ 
tive  of  that  of  all  districts  in  the  period.  (See  Text 
Table  11. 

Mention  should  be  made  of  the  use  of  Recon¬ 
struction  Finance  Corporation  records  in  com¬ 
piling  bond  data.  In  its  drainage  and  levee 
division,  the  R.F.C.  requires  that  applicants  for 
loans  furnish  a  rather  complete  statement  of  the 
financial  history  of  the  district.  These  peti¬ 
tions  were  found  to  contain  much  of  the  essential 
data  required  for  this  study.  Thirty-three  districts 
in  Illinois  have  granted  loans  and  the  petitions  of 
the  districts  were  made  available  to  the  Tax  Com¬ 
mission.  Bond  data  were  compiled  in  some  cases 
from  the  petitions  and  checked  in  all  cases.  The 
records  of  the  Auditor  of  Public  Accounts  were 
used  to  compile  bond  data  on  all  bond  issues  regis¬ 
tered  with  that  office  (see  Chapter  I). 

Refunding  bonds  issued  are  included  in  the 
amount  of  bonds  issued  although  such  refundings 
were  significant'  only  since  1933.  The  amount  of 
bonds  retired  by  the  refunding  issue  in  each  class 
of  maturity  are  indicated  in  footnotes  and  are  indi¬ 


cated  in  bond  payments..  Discounts  which  reduce 
the  bonds  outstanding  but  are  not  payments  also 
are  indicated  in  footnotes  and  “cancelled”  column. 

Outstanding  amounts  appearing  in  the  column  for 
“Matured  in  prior  years”  are  not  necessarily  en¬ 
tirely  defaulted  bonds,  inasmuch  as  occasionally 
bondholders  fail  to  present  their  bonds  during  the 
year  maturity.  Some  of  these  bonds  could  have 
been  paid  by  districts  at  maturity,  and  should  not 
be  considered  as  defaulted  bonds.  These  amounts, 
however,  are  relatively  small. 

It  was  not  always  possible  to  determine  the  year 
in  which  bonds  were  issued,  and  in  some  cases 
bonds  were  issued  on  an  assessment  in  more  than 
one  year.  The  date  of  issuance  was  in  some  cases 
estimated.  The  amount  of  interest  payments  made 
in  the  first  year  formed  the  basis  for  estimating  this 
date.  All  bonds  of  an  assessment  were  treated  as 
issued  on  the  date  the  first  bonds  were  issued.  How¬ 
ever,  in  actuality  all  of  the  bonds  are  not  sold  or 
turned  over  to  the  contractor  until  some  later  date. 
When  construction  extends  over  a  considerable  pe¬ 
riod,  bonds  may  be  given  to  the  contractor  in  several 
groups.  Thus  the  amount  of  bonds  outstanding  dur¬ 
ing  the  early  years  of  the  period,  when  many  bonds 
were  being  issued  are  somewhat  of  an  overstatement 
of  outstanding  amounts  actually  held  and  constitut¬ 
ing  claims  upon  district  funds. 

In  general  the  data  on  Table  III  reporting  bond 
principal  possess  a  fairly  high  degree  of  accuracy, 
although  for  any  given  district  it  is  possible  that 
error  exists.  Because  of  the  cumulating  process  in 
obtaining  and  classifying  the  outstanding  amounts 
of  principal,  any  error  in  reporting  the  amount  or 
date  of  principal  payments  affected  all  outstanding 
amounts  in  subsequent  years.  Approximately  20 
per  cent  of  bond  principal  payments  were  estimated. 
Otherwise  it  was  possible  to  obtain  accurate  figures 
from  bond  registers,  and  in  many  cases  both  bond 
payments  and  outstanding  amounts  were  verified 
from  financial  reports.  A  much  smaller  probability 
of  error  existed  in  adjusting  bond  figures  on  the 
basis  of  financial  reports  than  in  adjusting  collec¬ 
tion  data  on  the  basis  of  these  reports.  It  is  prob¬ 
able  that  in  a  few  cases  both  amounts  issued  and 
payments  are  inflated  by  the  inclusion  of  bonds 
that  were  printed  but  never  issued  because  prepay¬ 
ment  of  assessments  rendered  their  issuance  un¬ 
necessary. 

Bond  interest  data  are  subject  to  a  fairly  wide 
margin  of  error  for  individual  districts.  About  20 
per  cent  of  the  total  payments  reported  were  esti- 
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mated,  and  it  was  not  possible  to  tell  in  many  cases 
whether  interest  was  allowed  to  the  date  of  pay¬ 
ment  of  defaulted  bonds,  or  only  to  maturity.  Sup¬ 
plementary  data  for  testing  bond  interest  were  fre¬ 
quently  unsatisfactory  and  often  were  not  obtain¬ 
able.  Several  important  factors  need  to  be  empha¬ 
sized  to  guard  against  misinterpretation  of  the  data 
presented  in  Table  III.  Outstanding  amounts  rep¬ 
resent  only  outstanding  principal  and  do  not  include 
interest. 

DESCRIPTION  AND  LIMITATIONS  OF 
TABLE  IV. 

It  appeared  desirable  to  compile  some  data  that 
could  indicate  the  relative  burden  of  drainage  dis¬ 
trict  costs  upon  the  lands  thus  reclaimed.  The  an¬ 
nual  charges  of  the  district  expressed  on  a  per  acre 
basis  seem  the  most  fundamental  way  to  indicate 
such  figures.  Table  IV  is  a  presentation  of  these 
data  for  88  large  drainage  and  levee  districts  and 
for  27  districts  in  the  tile  drainage  area.  Consider¬ 
able  differences  in  charges  are  to  be  noted  as  be¬ 
tween  districts.  (See  Chapter  I.)  The  complete 


history  of  the  district  is  shown  wherever  such  fig¬ 
ures  were  available.  The  years  shown  are  complete 
in  themselves  in  instances  where  only  a  part  of  the 
life  of  the  district  is  shown.  The  construction 
charges  figure  was  obtained  by  determining  the  to¬ 
tal  amounts  due  from  all  construction  assessments 
active  in  a  particular  year  and  adding  to  normal 
interest  that  would  be  due  on  outstanding  indebted¬ 
ness  in  that  year.  This  total  figure  was  divided  by 
the  number  of  assessed  acres  in  the  district  and 
the  resulting  figure  is  shown  in  the  second  column 
of  the  table.  Annual  benefits  charges  assessed  on 
a  per  acre  basis  were  similarly  checked.  No  inter¬ 
est  was  computed  on  these  assessments.  Informa¬ 
tion  as  to  the  operation  of  pumping  plants  is  also 
shown  on  the  table  since  this  permits  annual  bene¬ 
fits  in  excess  of  $1  an  acre.  A  number  of  factors 
should  be  considered  in  utilizing  the  data  presented 
in  this  Table.  It  should  be  related  to  other  data 
such  as  the  nature  of  the  reclamation,  the  spread 
of  the  costs  over  a  period  of  time,  the  increased  crop 
production  resulting  from  drainage  operation,  or 
other  agricultural  economic  data.  The  table  pre¬ 
sents  only  a  beginning  basis  for  such  analysis. 
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TABLE  I 

INVENTORY  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Location.  Organization,  Construction  and  Annual  Benefits  Assessments  Levied,  and  Bonds  Issued.  1880-1937 


DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 

DISTRICT 

'CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Year 

Amount 

ADDISON  D.D.  #1 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #2 

County:  Cook 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Org: 

Acres:  680 

Acres:  5,840 

ALEXANDER  COUNTY 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #4 

1899 

#  5,000 

Citizens  living  in 

County:  Douglas 

1901 

700 

Mississippi  Bottoms 

Org:  1888 

1914 

700 

See  Laws  of  1844-45, 

Acres:  3,160 

1927 

12,790 

p.  324,  353. 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #5 

1899 

2,250 

ALLEN  TWP .  D.D.  #1 

1887 

$  649 

County :  Douglas 

County:  LaSalle 

1888 

526 

Org:  1899 

Org :  1887 

Acres:  580 

Acres:  958 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #6 

ALLENDALE  D.D.  #1 

1919 

17,607 

$  15,840 

County:  Douglas 

County:  Wabash 

Org: 

Org:  1918 

Acres:  1,160 

Acres:  1,150 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #7 

1907 

8,020 

ALLISON  D.D.  #1 

1897 

12,968 

1895-99 

$  642 

County:  Douglas 

1908 

1,000 

County:  Lawrence 

1917 

18,266 

1900-04 

597 

Org:  1906 

Org:  1897 

1905-09 

1,800 

Acres:  1,350 

Acres:  7,310 

1910-14 

300 

1915-19 

1,369 

1925-29 

685 

1930-34 

1,300 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #10 

1916 

19,500 

County :  Douglas 

Org:  1915 

Acres:  1,120 

ALLISON  D.D.  #2 

1904 

24,225 

1920-24 

1,500 

County:  Lawrence 

Org:  1903 

Acres:  11,548 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #11 

213  111.138 

County:  Douglas 

213  111.186 

Org: 

Acres:  1,150 

User 

ALLISON  PRAIRIE 

(Wabash  River) 

See  Private  Lav/s  of  1865, 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #12 

1909 

3,000 

Vol.  2,  p.  9 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  448 

ALVIN  D.D. 

1908 

17,019 

1910-14 

201 

County:  Vermilion 

1920 

1,706 

1920-24 

402 

Org:  1908 

1922 

487 

1925-29 

201 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #14 

1910 

10,500 

Acres:  3,903 

1929 

22,141 

8,850 

1930-34 

603 

County:  Douglas 

1935-39 

201 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  1,860 

-JiBRA.V  LEVE_  DI3T. 

1909 

25,000 

21,000 

1910-14 

2,619 

County:  Lawrence 

1916 

23,742 

20,000  . 

1915-19 

5,238 

ARTESIA  MUTUAL  D.D.  //I 

1926 

12,306 

Org:  1909 

1918 

16,064 

1920-24 

10,476 

C  ount y :  Ir  oquo I s 

Acres;  13,433 

1929 

27,147 

18,000 

1925-29 

3,315 

Org:  1926 

263  111.587 

1930-34 

4,585 

Acres:  734 

254  111.537 

1935-39 

2,652 

ARTESIA  D.D.  #3 

1929 

15,964 

1935-39 

§  2,054 

AMERICAN  BOTTOMS 

County:  Iroquois 

See  Laws  of  1819 

Org:  1928 

Laws  Of  1839-40.  p.  67 

Acres:  4,240 

Private  Laws  of  1851,  p 

.  183 

Private  Laws  of  1853,  p 

.  614 

Private  Laws  of  1859,  p 

.  106 

Private  Laws  of  1861,  p 

.  14 

ARTESIA  MUTUAL  D.D.  #L 

Private  Laws  of  1863,  p 

.  188 

County:  Iroquois 

Private  Laws  of  1867,  Vol.  2, 

p.  795 

Org: 

46  111.384 

Acres:  260 

ARCOLA  TWP.  D.D. 

1898 

5,000 

1900-04 

700 

County:  Douglas 

1899 

35,600 

1905-09 

1,000 

ARTESIA  MUTUAL  D.D.  #4 

1902 

15,015 

1905-09 

4,040 

Org:  1898 

1900 

3,000 

1910-14 

700 

County:  Iroquois 

1920 

32,722 

Acres:  3,176 

1901 

290 

1915-19 

2,700 

Org:  1902 

1902 

18,500 

1920-24 

1,000 

Acres:  6,960 

1903 

2,500 

1925-29 

5,500 

228  111.17 

1907 

8,000 

1935-39 

6,140 

1908 

14,500 

1909 

3,000 

1914 

11,915 

ARTESIA  &  ASH  GROVE 

1929 

4,731 

1916 

19,500 

D.D.  #3 

1918 

1,275 

County:  Iroquois 

1922 

15,000 

Org:  1929 

1927 

12,790 

Acres:  3,219 

1928 

15,040 

ARTESIA  Ic  OHARC-A  D.D.  #2 

1929 

7,107 

1930-34 

194 

ARCOLA  D.D.  #1 

1886 

2,100 

County:  Iroquois 

County:  Douglas 

1899 

33,000 

29,000 

Org :  1890 

Org:  1883 

1913 

1,200 

Acres:  4,726 

Acres:  11,720 

1917 

1,753 

1919 

600 

1920 

800 
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BENEFITS 
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ASA  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Moultrie 

Org« 

Acree :  700 

ATLAS  CREEK  D.D.-  Sub 

County:  Pike 

Org :  1917 

Acres:  2,194 

1918 

1921 

#  35,316 
24,384 

*  14,000 
14,750 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

|  658 

1,974 
3,290 
3,290 
1,316 

ASHBROOK  MUTUAL, 

HUMBOLDT  &  LAFAYETTE 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

Acres:  300 

AUSTIN  D.D.  #1 

County:  Macon 

Org :  1928 

Acres : 

ASHOROVE  TWP.  S.D.  #1 

County:  Shelby 

Org: 

Acres:  1,478 

User 

1925 

1928 

1936 

$  200 
200 
400 

AVOCA  D.D. 

County:  Livingston 

Org :  1924 

Acres:  5,800 

Tile 

1924 

1926 

78,164 

762 

23,100 

ASH  GROVE  D.D.  #2 

County:  Shelby 

Org: 

Acres:  1,720 

User 

AUXIER  C REEK  D.D. 

County:  Hamilton 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  3,792 

330  Ill. 599 

1911 

4,328 

ASH  GROVE  TWP.  MUTUAL 

D.D.  #1 

County:  Iroquois 

Org:  1088 

Acres:  6,851 

1888 

1930 

350 

14,265 

BAILEY  BRANCH  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1910 

Acres:  1,599 

1910 

12,714 

ASH  GROVE,  CRESCENT,  & 
MILFORD  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 
County:  Iroquois 

Org :  1914 

Acres:  1,947 

1914 

1915 

2,067 

688 

BAKER  CHEEK  D.D. 

County:  Kankakee 

Org:  1928 

Acres:  4,261 

1928 

29,274 

1925-29 

794 

ASH  GROVE,  CRESCENT,  & 

ONARGA  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

County:  Iroquois 

Org:  1912 

Acres:  7,785 

ASHKUM  TWE  D.D.  #1 

County:  Iroquois 

Org:  1884 

Acres:  1,220 

297  111.155 

ASSUMPTION  D.D.  #1 

County*  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,520 

1912 

1884 

1923 

8,508 

720 

3,000 

1925-29 

1930-34 

$  585 

585 

BANKSTON  SP.  D.D. 

County:  Saline 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  8,780 

BANNER  SP.  D.  3 e  LEVEE 

County:  Peoria 

Org :  1910 

Acres:  4,561 

Pumping  Plant 

1911 

1912 
1915 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 
1922 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 
1938 

40,000 

177,875 

69,851 

55,770 

19,085 

24,660 

93,432 

18,686 

9,404 

9,327 

18,654 

111,929 

298,103 

71,110 

147.500 
60 , 000 

75,000 

100.500 
254, 5001 

64, 000 1 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

11,911 

3,198 

2,078 

5,230 

12,954 

ASSUMPTION  D.D.  #2 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  860 

BARNETT  SP.  D.D. 

County:  DeWitt 

Org :  1909 

Acres:  4,512 

1909 

1911 

1913 

1924 

1925 

21,452 

9,998 

3,059 

2,541 

25,412 

ASSUMPTION  D.D.  #3 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  3,040 

BARTLETT  D.D. 

County:  Cook 

Org: 

Acres:  1,000 

ASSUMPTION  D.D.  #4 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  550 

BASS  MUTUAL  D.D. 

County:  Lee 

Org: 

Acres:  4,000 

ASSUMPTION  D.D.  #5 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  680 

BAY  BOTTOMS  D.D. 

County :  Pope 

Org  *  1912 

Acres:  9,665 

Tile 

295  Ill. 301 

278  Ill. 390 

1913 

1917 

1926 

59,580 

27,283 

19,972 

48,400 

16,830 

15,000 

1930-34 

1935-39 

2,994 

2,994 

ASSUMPTION  D.D.  #6 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,160 

ASSUMPTION  D.D.  #7 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,610 

_ 

BAY  CREEK  D.D.  w  Sub 

County:  Pike 

Org :  1905 

Acres:  6,408 

1905 

1927 

30,000 

64,730 

43,500 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1930-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

5,766 

7,688 

9,610 

9,610 

9,610 

9,610 

3,844 

■Refunding  issue 
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BAY  ISLAND  D.D. 

1906 

$»241 ,794 

$178,449 

1920-24 

%  11,239 

BEHEHT  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

County: 

Mercer 

1912 

25,000 

20,339 

1925-29 

99,288 

County:  Platt 

Org: 

1906 

1916 

47,678 

42,468 

1930-34 

65,821 

Org: 

Acres : 

18,300 

1920 

58,200 

52,000 

1935-39 

30,818 

Acres:  2,400 

Pumping  Plant 

1921 

60,000 

55,200 

255  Ill 

.194 

1922 

87,259 

76,000 

1927 

41,500 

27,500 

1930 

193,985 

186,000 

BEHEHT  MUTUAL  D.D.  #3 

County:  Platt 

Org: 

Acres:  320 

BEAN  CREEK  D.D. 

1895 

6,974 

County: 

Vermilion 

1898 

5,280 

Org: 

1895 

1906 

8,701 

Acres: 

5,226 

1909 

14,100 

BENEFICIAL  SP.  D.D. 

1918 

J  29,940 

$  20,400 

1926 

13,414 

County:  Vermilion 

1927 

2  <720 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  2,578 

BEAR  GROVE  D.D. 

1908 

23,169 

1910-14 

300 

County: 

Fayette 

1909 

6,982 

1915-19 

300 

BERGMAN -GOODMAN-TAYLOR 

1916 

22,869 

1930-34 

$  750 

Org: 

1907 

1913 

2,800 

1920-24 

700 

D.D. 

Acres : 

4,980 

1918 

700 

1925-29 

350 

County:  Iroquois 

1925 

11,147 

5,726 

1930-34 

1,400 

Org:  1916 

1929 

5,323 

3,380 

1935-39 

350 

Acres:  2,595 

Tile 

BEAVER  D 

.D.  tfl 

1894 

4,216 

1915-19 

431 

County: 

Iroquois 

1900 

1,664 

1920-24 

862 

BIG  BEAVER  D.  AND  L.  DIST. 

1904 

23,000 

Org: 

1891 

1919 

4,312 

1925-29 

1,793 

County :  Ir oquo i e 

1905 

5,400 

1915-19 

2,000 

Acres : 

1,437 

1929 

17,153 

1930-34 

1,000 

Org:  1903 

1916 

16,111 

1925-29 

2,000 

1935-39 

1,500 

Acres:  9,556 

1925 

10,466 

1930-34 

3,000 

1934 

12,500 

1935-39 

5,000 

BEAVER  D 

.D.  #1 

County: 

Kankakee 

BIG  CREEK  D.D.  #1 

1880 

1,127 

Org: 

County:  Pulaski 

1900 

845 

Acres : 

4,640 

Org:  1879 

1901 

689 

Acres:  1,487 

1908 

691 

1914 

3,690 

1,865 

1920 

7,366 

3,410 

BEAVER  D 

.D.  #2 

County: 

Iroquois 

Org: 

1895 

Acres : 

4,790 

BIG  CREEK  D.D.  Ifc 

1899 

22,688 

20,000 

1925-29 

1,080 

County:  Pulaski 

1907 

6,500 

1930-34 

3,408 

Org:  1899 

1908 

4,350 

1935-39 

600 

Acres:  5,483 

1915 

29,299 

19,320 

BEAVER  D 

.D.  #3 

1919 

4,600 

2,256 

County: 

Kankakee 

1929 

8,539 

6,840 

Org: 

Acres : 

5,400 

347  Ill 

.122 

BIG  FOUR  D.D. 

1900 

1,000 

1910-14 

1,015 

18  Sub  Dist.  (Comb.) 

1901 

4,000 

1915-19 

5,858 

County:  Ford 

1902 

15,300 

1925-29 

912 

BEAVER  LAKE  D.D. 

1909 

145,315 

1895-99 

1,400 

Org:  1900 

1903 

5,000 

County: 

Champaign 

1911 

2,405 

1920-24 

72,305 

Acres:  12,196 

1905 

1,000 

Org: 

1880 

1913 

5,000 

207  111.17 

1910 

4,750 

Acres : 

36,000 

1916 

8,000 

1918 

19,193 

1924 

8,000 

1927 

3,622 

1925 

3,063 

1929 

36,620 

8,000 

1927 

2,937 

1930 

9,531 

5,000 

1935 

8,848 

BEAVER  POND  D.D. 

1893 

13,434 

1895-99 

505 

County: 

Lawrence 

1908 

11,504 

1900-04 

1,505 

BIG  FOUR  D.D. 

1900 

100,000 

Org: 

1892 

1929 

17,274 

15,000 

1910-14 

500 

County:  Ford 

1925 

20,609 

Acres : 

9,272 

1920-24 

1,000 

Org:  1899 

1937 

109,548 

Pumping  Plant 

1925-29 

2,000 

Acres:  41,493 

341  Ill 

.66 

1930-34 

300 

334  Ill 

.383 

1935-39 

1,800 

BIG  ISLAND  D.  &  L. 

County:  Rock  Island 

BELKNAP 

D.D. 

1902 

20,000 

17,500 

Org: 

County: 

Johnson 

1915 

20,000 

14,745 

Acres:  5,500 

Org: 

1902 

Acres: 

5,903 

BIG  LAKE  D.  &  L.  DIST. 

1912 

141,658 

130,500 

1915-19 

5,666 

County :  Schuyler 

1914 

13,457 

1920-24 

29,202 

BELL  D.D 

Org:  1911 

1916 

14,878 

1925-29 

43,260 

County: 

Coles 

Acres:  3,725 

1917 

13,103 

1930-34 

38,250 

Org: 

Pumping  Plant 

1920 

16,500 

1935-39 

14,166 

Acres : 

540 

1922 

100,000 

80,000 

1925 

ll.OOO1 

10,000  i 

1927 

7.0001 

6,000 

BELLE  PRAIRIE  D.D. 

County: 

Livingston 

BIG  LAKE  SPECIAL  D.D. 

1891 

38,000 

34,680 

1920-24 

3,373 

Org: 

1915 

County:  Jackson 

1894 

28,381 

25,480 

1925-29 

4,000 

Acres : 

5,890 

Org:  1891 

1896 

10,000 

8,100 

1930-34 

5,942 

Acres:  7,200 

1908 

69,000 

62,890 

1935-39 

1,088 

346  111.454 

1910 

2,487 

2,270 

307  111.209 

1922 

60,555 

54,600 

BELMONT 

D.D.  #1 

1914 

9,571 

1920-24 

168 

207  111.50 

1925 

119,145 

93,380 

County: 

Iroquois 

1920 

3,199 

1925-29 

800 

199  111.132 

Org: 

1913 

1930-34 

200 

Acres: 

685 

1935-39 

200 

Estimated, 
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BIO  MOUND  D.D. 

1905 

$  29,449 

BLACKBERRY  D.D.  #1 

County i  Wayns 

1907 

10,227 

County!  Kane 

Org  I  1905 

1920 

8,000 

*  14,124 

Orgi 

Acres!  9,621 

1929 

18,050 

Acres:  1,360 

1932 

1,240 

1935 

5,278 

4,639 

BLACK  BOTTOMS  D.  &  L. 

$  16,640 

County:  Vaseac 

BIO  PRAIRIE  D.  4  L.  DIST. 

1916 

120,388 

96,000 

1925-29 

Orgi 

County:  Brown 

1919 

11,822 

1930-34 

22,480 

Acres  * 

Org*  1916 

Acre a i  1,873 

Pumping  Plant 

1923 

16,000 

15,000 

BLACK  BRANCH  D.D. 

1914 

$  12,479 

1930-34 

$  855 

County:  Saline 

Org:  1913 

BIO  ROCK  D.D.  #1 

Acreai  2,406 

County  t  Kane 

Orgi 

Acres  t  600 

BLACKFORD  SLOUGH  D.D. 

1925 

21,910 

1935-39 

4,056 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1925 

BIO  ROCK  D.D.  #2 

Acres:  2,851 

County i  Kane 

Orgi 

Acres  1  960 

BLACKHAWK  D.D. 

1923 

58,847 

|  16,800 

County:  Rock  Island 

Org:  1919 

1927 

9,953 

9,000 

BIO  SLOUOH  D.D. 

1886 

40,000 

1900-04 

1,242 

Acres:  2,401 

County:  Champaign 

1888 

2,400 

1905-09 

3,000 

Org:  I860 

1089 

5,880 

1910-14 

18,509 

Acress  17,470 

121  111.478 

1897 

10,000 

1925-29 

3,275 

1902 

2,500 

1930-34 

6,633 

BLACKLAND  SP.  D.D. 

1905 

17,120 

1910-14 

2,800 

120  m.129 

1904 

11,000 

1935-39 

2,086 

County:  Saline 

1930-34 

9,750 

1905 

4,500 

Org :  1904 

1907 

2,000 

Acres:  5,508 

1910 

1,500 

1912 

610 

1914 

2,300 

1915 

1,200 

BLACKLAND  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1930 

3,438 

2,400 

1916 

2,533 

County:  Saline 

1928 

20,157 

Org :  1929 

Acres:  585 

BIO  SLOUOH  D.D. 

1881 

18,858 

1885-89 

2,000 

County:  Henry 

1886 

13,000 

1890-04 

2,700 

BLACKSON  D.D. 

1904 

12,000 

1905-09 

1,600 

Orgi  1880 

1907 

30,000 

1895-99 

3,625 

County:  Iroquois 

1906 

4,400 

1915-19 

950 

Aoresi  17,499 

1908 

7,000 

1900-04 

2,825 

Org:  1903 

1917 

15,590 

1920-24 

4,000 

253  Ill. 578 

1911 

2,830 

1910-14 

2,000 

Acres:  4,864 

1918 

19,374 

1925-29 

3,000 

1913 

1,093 

1915-19 

7,300 

1919 

7,257 

1930-34 

2,000 

1929 

76,287 

31,500 

1920-24 

5,500 

1920 

7,061 

1935-39 

2,000 

1930 

10,000 

1925-29 

4,000 

1930 

6,854 

1930-34 

2,747 

1935-39 

1,562 

BLACKSON  D.D. 

County:  Kankakee 

BIO  SLOUOH  D.D. 

1906 

11,000 

1905-09 

425 

Orgi 

County:  Lawrence 

1915-19 

319 

Acres:  5,020 

Org:  1906 

Acres:  3,395 

1920-24 

1,050 

BLACK  WALNUT  D.D. 

1928 

73,015 

County:  Will 

BIG  SLOUOH  &  WILD  CAT 

Orgi  1928 

SLOUOH 

Acres:  5,618 

County:  Champaign 

See  Laws  of  1865 

BLAISE  D.D. 

1919 

12,295 

County:  Douglas 

1921 

1,355 

BIG  SWAM  D.  4  L.  DIST. 

1904 

145,000 

117,900 

1915-19 

67,431 

Org!  1919 

County:  Scott 

1905 

11,500 

1920-24 

64,518 

Acres:  837 

Org I  1903 

1906 

24,600 

1925-29 

78,030 

Acres!  12,054 

1910 

38,485 

31,800 

1930-34 

82,130 

Pumping  Plant 

1911 

27,460 

1935-39 

14,000 

1914 

79,681 

69,700 

BLOOM INGDALE  D.D.  #1 

1916 

23,150 

19,700 

County:  DuPage 

1917 

18,000 

Orgi 

1920 

50,400 

25,968 

Acres:  1,190 

1928 

43,000 

25,000 

1936 

43.0001 
18, 364 2 

BLOOMING DALE  D.D.  #2 

County:  DuPage 

BIRDS  D.D. 

1910 

40,000 

1910-14 

2,000 

Orgi 

County:  Lawrence 

1927 

25,820 

14,375 

1925-29 

1,900 

Acres :  840 

Orgi  1909 

1930-34 

550 

Acres!  946 

323  Ill.  120 

257  Ill. 57 

1936-39 

300 

BLUE  GRASS  D.D. 

1921 

74,257 

36,000 

1930-34 

627 

County:  Montgomery 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  3,152 

BISMARCK  D.D. 

Countyi  Veimlllc® 

Orgi 

Acres!  1,540 

BLUE  J 0 1NT  D.D. 

1904 

13,500 

1905-09 

1,753 

County:  Henry 

1910-14 

500 

Org :  1903 

1920-24 

1,500 

Acres  i  3,596 

1925-29 

4,561 

1930-34 

2,500 

1935-39 

2,100 

Refunding  Issue.  ‘Reported  in  lump  sum. 
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BLUE  RIDGE  SP.  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1885 

Acres:  1,500 

130  111.509 

30IS  D»  ARC  D.D.  #1 

County:  Montgomery 

Org:  1902 

Acres:  1,430 

1902 

1903 

1904 
1909 

$  9,196 

1,552 
4,427 
968 

BOYD  LEVEE  3c  D.D. 

County:  Pike 

Org:  1883 

Aores:  2,673 

256  111.9 

BRACKEN  D.D. 

County:  Woodford 

Org: 

Acres:  3,440 

1883 

1909 

1916 

§  12,303 
9,000 
7,849 

1885-89 

1890-94 

1895-99 

1900-04 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

£  2,406 

4,008 
2,671 
934 
2,271 
1,737 
1,971 
2,807 
1,203 

BOIS  D' ARC  D.D.  #2 

County:  Montgomery 

Org: 

Acres:  860 

BOIS  D*  ARC  D.D.  #3 

County:  Montgomery 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  1,740 

1911 

1913 

16,670 

16,670 

1915-19 

¥  416 

BREMEN  D.D.  #3 

County:  Cook 

Org;  1895 

Acres:  811 

1895 

1899 

1900 
1904 
1911 
1927 
1931 

3,002 

300 

255 

600 

1,379 

13,500 

1,000 

BONPAS  TWP .  D.D.  #1 

County:  Edwards 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  3,738 

1913 

23,895 

BRIAR  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Pulaski 

Org:  1925 

Acres:  1,985 

1926 

11,600 

$  11,100 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

800 

1,000 

400 

BONPAS  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

County:  Edwards 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  690 

1920 

1923 

4,663 

1,000 

BRIDGEMAN  D.D. 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1915 

Acres:  3,405 

1916 

44,079 

1930-34 

850 

BOONES  POND  MUTUAL  D.D. 
County:  Jackson 

Org:  1899 

Acres:  1,114 
*291  111.528 

276  111.338 

268  111.264 

1900 

1914 

1918 

1922 

7,448 

15,389 

20,229 

986 

1900-04 

1905-09 

1,249 

1,197 

BRINKMAN  &  RYAN  MUTUAL  D.D. 
County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  980 

BRISTOL  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

County:  Kendall 

1930 

1932 

500 

250 

BORAH  D.D. 

County:  Wayne 

Org:  1912 

Acres:  4,875 

314  111.177 

302  111.186 

302  111.207 

291  111.165 

286  111.286 

279  111.488 

277  111.132 

260  111.334 

1915 

66,000 

£  59,000 

Org: 

Acres:  1,700 

212  111.103 

BRISTOL  D.D.  #2 

County:  Kendall 

Org: 

Acres:  410 

BOURBON  D.D.  #1 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres:  7,220 

BROADWELL  SP.  D.D. 

County:  Logan 

Org:  1884 

Acres:  2,793 

231  111.86 

1884 

2,760 

1900-04 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1920-24 

1925-29 

800 

1,200 

1,900 

1,110 

4,120 

BOURBON  TV/P.  D.D.  #3 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres: 

312  111.325 

BROCKTON  D.D. 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1890 

Acres:  5,350 

1890 

11,998 

4,000 

BOURBONNAIS  MUTUAL  D.D. 
County:  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres:  860 

BROKAW,  BRINING,  BAILEY 

3c  LINTON  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1919 

Acres:  2,997 

1921 

69,999 

50,000 

BOWDRE  D.D.  #1 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1908 

Acres;  541 

1908 

873 

BROOKFIELD- VIE:iNA  D.D. 

County:  LaSalle 

Org:  1930 

Acres:  2,555 

1930 

9,711 

BOWDRE  D.D.  #8 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  640 

User 

1917 

5,650 

BROUGHER  D.D. 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  1,546 

1922 

45,882 

BROUI LETTS  CREEK  D.D.  #1 
County:  Edgar 

Org:  1907 

Acres:  1,059 

1908 

1911 

4,000 

756 
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BENEFITS 
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BROWNFIELD  D.D. 

1904 

$  1,147 

BUTTON- PATTON -LODA 

1926 

9  4 ,320 

County:  Pope 

1908 

600 

SP.  MUTUAL  D.D. 

Org:  1904 

County:  Iroquois 

Acres:  1,220 

Org:  1896 

Acres:  1,480 

BRUSH  GROVE  D.D. 

1893 

30,000 

$  20,500 

1890-94 

$  250 

County:  Lee 

1895 

12,000 

1925-29 

1,382 

CACHE  RIVER  D.D. 

1911 

164,774 

$  90,000 

1920-24 

$  19,770 

Org:  1893 

1903 

6,000 

County:  Massac 

1914 

40,462 

16,000 

1925-29 

32,950 

Acres:  13,517 

1905 

10,500 

Org:  1911 

1917 

23,932 

9,880 

1930-34 

26,360 

1917 

61,000 

Acres:  67,900 

1919 

38,532 

1935-39 

26,360 

1924 

61,366 

295  111.301 

1921 

8,141 

292  111,467 

1923 

24,950 

5,200 

290  111.451 

264  111.97 

1926 

26,621 

BUCK  TWP.  D.D. 

1930 

8,895 

262  111.492 

County:  Edgar 

255  111.398 

Org:  1930 

Acres:  1,531 

CACHE  RIVER  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1913 

89,975 

37,500 

1920-24 

8,097 

BUCK  D.D. 

County;  Massac 

1915 

39,065 

20,400 

1925-29 

13,495 

1901 

25,000 

Org:  1913 

1921 

9,882 

1930-34 

10,795 

County:  Edgar 

1924 

24,713 

Acres:  32,118 

1935-39 

4,497 

Org:  1901 

acres;  7,716 

1929 

9,784 

353  111.147 

341  111.135 

CACHE  RIVER  D.D.  Sub  j«2 

1914 

6,694 

3,420 

1920-24 

1,604 

County:  Massac 

1919 

7,003 

4,675 

1925-29 

2,005 

Org:  1914 

1921 

2,616 

1930-34 

2,005 

Acres:  1,777 

1928 

3,421 

955 

1935-39 

133 

BUCK  TWP.  D.  D.  #9 

1902 

17,527 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1902 

Acres:  3,530 

1929 

3,736 

CACHE  RIVER  D.D.  Sub  #3 

1914 

7,988 

4,275 

1920-24 

1,596 

County:  Massac 

1915 

3,924 

2,380 

1925-29 

1,995 

3UCKHART  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

Org:  1914 

Acres:  2,035 

1921 

1,726 

1930-34 

1935-39 

1,515 

239 

1884 

3,484 

County:  Christian 

1900 

3,115 

Org:  1804 

1902 

225 

Acres:  1,598 

1913 

100 

CACHE  RIVER  D.D.  Sub  #4 

1916 

11,967 

9,975 

1920-24 

1,077 

County:  Massac 

1917 

5,983 

4,240 

1925-29 

1,795 

Org:  1916 

1921 

833 

1930-34 

1,795 

BUCKHART  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

Acres:  2,830 

1935-39 

1,077 

1909 

4,717 

County:  Christian 

Org;  1909 

Acres:  1,376 

CACHE  RIVER  D.D.  Sub  #5 

1917 

34,118 

20,330 

1920-24 

2,046 

County:  Massac 

1919 

8,526 

6,000 

1925-29 

3,410 

BUG  RIVER  D.D. 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  5,164 

1921 

682 

1930-34 

1935-39 

3,410 

2,046 

1898 

7,201 

County:  Montgomery 

1899 

3,112 

Org:  1897 

1900 

3,302 

Acree:  5,784 

1901 

2,468 

CAHOKIA  CREEK  D.D. 

1920 

111,578 

78,500 

Tile 

1904 

2,504 

County:  Madison 

1905 

5,842 

Org:  1916 

1906 

13,459 

Acres:  3,400 

1908 

1,882 

287  111.513 

1911 

1,882 

1918 

14,118 

1920 

6,888 

CAHOKIA,  SETTLEKENT  OF 

Levee  for  protection 
of  the  town 

BULL'S  EYE  SP.  D.D. 

County:  Mason 

1881 

1886 

15,708 

5,132 

See  Laws  of  1826,  p.17. 

Org:  1882 

1894 

3,375 

Acres:  7,296 

1907 

2,110 

1911 

2,501 

CAIRO  D.D. 

1889 

91,222 

1910-14 

9,650 

1917 

15,950 

County:  Alexander 

1890 

31,002 

1915-19 

9 ,650 

1928 

47,167 

28,300 

Org:  1889 

1897 

28,944 

1920-24 

9*650 

Acree:  6,395 

1906 

15,000 

1925-29 

9,650 

Pumping  Plant 

1909 

19,750 

1930-34 

9,650 

BUREAU  COUNTY 

1913 

1914 

347,788 

50,000 

261,800 

1935-39 

1,930 

Swamp  Land  Drainage 

1921 

10^000 

See  Private  Laws  of 
1857~D.~130fe- - 

1922 

1922 

12 ',500 
22,500 

13 , 950 

1928 

46,735 

28,750 

1930 

38,300 

36,000 

BURLINGTON  D.D.  #1 

County:  Kane 

Org: 

CAIRO,  CITY  A  BANK  OF 

Acres:  1,510 

Drainage  scheme  1018 

See  Laws  of  Illinois 

BURLINGTON  D.D.  #2 

Territory,  January  9, 

1818. 

County:  Kane 

Org: 

Acres:  770 

CALDWELL  D.D. 

1929 

1,498 

BURNHAM  SP.  D.D. 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  3,594 

1936 

250 

1885 

4,000 

County:  Edgar 

1909 

1,964 

Org:  1885 

1912 

3,700 

Acres:  877 

1923 

3,180 

CALVIN'S  SLOUGH 

1930 

1,300 

Greene  County 

See  Laws  of  1837 

BUTLER  BRANCH  D.D. 

1918 

54,638 

1930-34 

1,100 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1918 

Acres:  2,614 

Tile 

1935-39 

500 
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C*i1ARGO  D.D.  #1 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres;  2,200 

CAMARGO  D.D.  #3 

1900 

J  8,000 

County:  Douglas 

Org;  1900 

Acres;  2,367 

CAMP  CREEK  D.D. 

1906 

14,000 

1910-14 

4  1,575 

County:  Champaign 

1907 

37,833 

1925-29 

1,558 

Org:  1906 

1908 

12,433 

1930-34 

3,110 

Acres:  8,945 

1909 

1,844 

1935-39 

729 

1910 

250 

1911 

375 

1912 

2,500 

1927 

4,490 

CANE  CREEK  D.D. 

Dunham  oc  Marengo  Twp. 

County:  McHenry 

293  111.454 

Dissolved 

CANE  CREEK  u:  OMAHA  D.D. 

1921 

116,258 

$  84,700 

County:  Gallatin 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  17,931 

CANTEEN  CREEK  D.D. 

1910 

26,000 

1925-29 

1,300 

County:  Madison 

1930-34 

6,740 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  1,349 

1935-39 

4,044 

CAPITOL  D.uL. 

County:  Sangamon 

Org:  1927 

Acres;  3,740 

CAPTAINS  POND  D.D. 

1921 

292,165 

265,500 

1920-24 

3,600 

County:  Jasper 

1929 

222, OOO1 

1925-29 

6,000 

Org:  1920 

1935 

68,457 

se.ooo1 

1930-34 

6,000 

Acres:  3,620 

1935-39 

4,800 

CARROLL  COUNTY  D.ocL.  DI3T. 

1923 

190,000 

158,000 

1925-29 

30,000 

County:  Carroll 

1930-34 

30,000 

Org:  1923 

Acres:  3,620 

1935-39 

6,000 

CATTAIL  D.D. 

County:  White 

Org:  1914 

Acres:  800 

CATTAIL  D.D. 

1908 

41,996 

23,000 

1920-24 

2,400 

County:  Whiteside 

1910 

18,255 

1925-29 

6,000 

Org:  1907 

1912 

6,000 

1930-34 

4,800 

acres:  6,015 

1916 

5,000 

1935-39 

2,400 

349  111.436 

1920 

3,500 

275  111.191 

1925 

5,000 

252  111.372 

1931 

6,500 

1938 

6,000 

CENTER  CREEK  D.D. 

1921 

40,882 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  1,263 

CENTRAL  SP.  D.D. 

1883 

6,386 

1890-94 

14,300 

County:  Henry 

1885 

1,291 

1895-99 

876 

Org:  1882 

1929 

32,854 

19,500 

1900-04 

950 

Acres:  3,845 

1905-09 

1,600 

1910-14 

600 

1915-19 

1,000 

1930-34 

2,877 

1935-39 

1,233 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

CENTRAL  SP.  D.D. 

1886 

4113,862 

}  92,000 

1895-99 

%  12,500 

County:  Mason 

1907 

32,000 

1900-04 

9,000 

Org:  1885 

1910 

4,000 

1905-09 

7,500 

Acres;  4,800 

1910-14 

9,500 

228  111.106 

1915-19 

12,600 

139  111.461 

1920-24 

61,607 

125  111.536 

1925-29 

55,794 

1930-34 

8,500 

1935-39 

4,500 

CERRO  GORDO  TWP.  D.D.//1 

1928 

1,000 

County:  Piatt 

Org:  1928 

Acres:  4,058 

217  111.488 

1933 

409 

CERRO  GORDO  TWP.  D.D. #2 

1928 

1,000 

County:  Piatt 

Org:  1928 

Acres:  4,295 

1933 

1,000 

CEP.RO  GORDO  TWP.  D.D. #4 

1925 

8,420 

County:  Piatt 

1928 

8,848 

Org;  1925 

Acres:  7,727 

324  111.93 

1930 

1,750 

CERRO  GORDO  &  LONE 

CREEK  TWP.  D.D.  #5 

1927 

200 

County:  Piatt 

Org:  1927 

Acres:  1,018 

CERRO  GORDO  Sc  LO VI NOTON 

1914 

12,500 

TWPS.  itn  D.D. 

1932 

200 

County:  Piatt 

Org:  1914 

Acres:  1,513 

1935 

201 

CH AMBERS 3URG  D.D. 

1922 

8,700 

County:  Pike 

Org:  1922 

1927 

5,714 

Acres : 

CHAMPAIGN  u  VERMILION 

COUNTY  3P .  D.D.  ,fl 

1908 

5,000 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  422 

CHAMPLAIN  D.D. 

1929 

46,375 

%  15,800 

County:  Livingston 

Org:  1929 

Acres:  2,563 

CHARLOTTE  MUTUAL  DIST. 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  980 

CHAUTAUQUA  D.Sc  LEVEE 

1917 

236,000 

169,920 

1915-19 

9,960 

County:  Mason 

1918 

71,961 

1920-24 

24,900 

Org:  1916 

1922 

69,795 

57,764 

Acres:  3,608 

Pumping  Plant 

1926 

97,835 

CHEBANSE  D.D.  #1 

1929 

17,173 

County:  Iroquois 

1929 

1,240 

Org:  1928 

Acres:  3,655 

1930 

1,682 

CHEMUNG  DR.  DIST. 

County:  McHenry 

Org:  1916 

Acres : 

291  111.584 

Dissolved 

CHENOA  D.D. 

1918 

112,309 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  11,713 

1921 

28,077 

Refunding  issue 
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CHENOA  D.D. 

CLEAR  LAKE  D.D. 

1904 

25,000 

1905-09 

16,000 

County:  Livingston 

County:  Casa 

1908 

8,000 

1920-24 

2,000 

Orgi  1918 

Org:  1903 

1910 

2,000 

Acres:  11,740 

Acres:  3,074 

1922 

19,241 

1926 

3,000 

1927 

20,000 

1930 

12,000 

CHITTKNEEN,  Contract 

1935 

10,500 

Levee  along  Mississippi 

from  Warsaw  to  Adams  Co. 

See  Public  Laws  of  1861, 

p.  i2tr — . . 

CLINTONIA  SP.  D.D. 

1905 

14,509 

County:  DeWitt 

1906 

1,500 

Org :  1906 

1913 

16,893 

Acres:  1,678 

1916 

2,500 

CHOUTEAU  ISLAND  D.&  L. 

1890 

$  3,200 

1900-04 

i  1,150 

County*  Madison 

1893 

8,614 

1905-09 

1,725 

Org:  1883 

1903 

24,418 

Acres:  2,504 

1908 

4,145 

C  OAL  C REEK  D.D. 

1908 

63,600 

1920-24 

44,404 

1922 

5,092 

County:  Schuyler 

1912 

27,122 

1925-29 

71,546 

1927 

26,230 

:  13,000 

Org :  1896 

1913 

67,704 

66,969 

1930-34 

30,486 

20,666* 

Acres:  6,440 

1917 

19,106 

17,400 

336  HI.  11 

1922 

152,250 

137,000 

1927 

33,495 

30,000 

CHOUTEAU,  NAMEOKI,  it 

1894 

128,000 

1880-84 

8,000 

VENICE  D.&  LEVEE  D. 

1903 

45,000 

1885-89 

9,000 

County:  Mads ion 

1924 

76,670 

58,900 

1890-94 

15,000 

COLLINS  POND  D.D. 

1910 

3,221 

1910-14 

1,566 

Org:  1880 

1895-99 

3,000 

County:  Pike 

1915-19 

2,088 

Acres:  4,066 

1900-04 

3,000 

Org:  1910 

1920-24 

2,610 

Pumping  Plant 

1905-09 

12,000 

Acres:  2,610 

1925-29 

2,610 

308  Ill.  428 

1910-14 

1,500 

1930-34 

2,088 

283  Ill.  68 

1920-24 

2,500 

1935-39 

1,044 

1926-2© 

12,500 

1930-34 

2,500 

93, 413 1 

COLUMBIA  D.D.  #3 

1883 

3,500 

1920-24 

2,167 

County:  Monroe 

1887 

12,174 

1925-29 

6,505 

Org:  1882 

1893 

22,630 

1930-34 

10,752 

CLARK  D.D. 

1912 

10,193 

Aores:  13,500 

1896 

12,500 

1935-39 

5,876 

County:  White 

Tile 

1900 

7,000 

Org:  1911 

145  111.120 

1904 

40,260 

Acres:  1,780 

1908 

17,490 

1915 

12,022 

1923 

10,224 

1927 

19,458 

CLAUSEN  PK.  D.D. 

1927 

7,900 

1929 

29,000 

County:  Kankakee 

70,492* 

27,050* 

Org :  1906 

Acres:  6,096 

239  HI. 428 

229  111.155 

CONDIT  D.D.  #1 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  3,440 

CLAYPOOL  D.&LEVEE  D. 

1897 

9,049 

1925-29 

4,283 

County  i  Orundy 

1898 

3,000 

Orgi  1896 

1899 

1,200 

Acres:  15,000 

1908 

3,000 

CONKEY  BRANCH  D.D. 

1908 

15,850 

1910-14 

150 

193  111.159 

1919 

129,136 

128,000 

County:  Champaign 

1909 

7,619 

1921 

50,541 

50,000 

Org:  1908 

1923 

20,000 

20,000 

Acres:  3,260 

1930 

45,000’ 

CLAYTON- BENNINGTON  D.D. 

1928 

44,007 

2,500 

1925-29 

300 

CONNOR  LAKE  D.D.  Sub 

1930 

9,593 

1930-34 

882 

County:  Woodford 

1930-34 

750 

County:  Monroe 

1935-39 

1,544 

Org:  1927 

1935-39 

450 

Org :  1930 

Acres:  7,858 

Acres:  2,209 

CI£AR  CREEK  D.D. 

1894 

5,688 

1895-99 

425 

COOK  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  COMMISS: 

[ONERS 

County:  Christian 

1895 

1,520 

1905-09 

500 

See  Laws  of  1852,  (2nd  Session)  p 

240 

Org:  1894 

1917 

3,162 

Laws  or  1555,  p.  576 

Acres:  4,068 

1919 

1,054 

Public  Laws  of  1861,  p. 

587 

1930 

14,563 

Private  Laws  1867,  Vol. 

i,  p. 

909 

Public  Laws  1869.  p.  16S 

CLEAR  CREEK  LEVEE  &  D.D. 

1914 

245,000 

215,500 

1915-19 

12,250 

County:  Union 

1918 

49,308 

33,000 

1920-24 

12,250 

COOK  AND  LAKE  COUNTY 

Org:  1913 

1919 

59,582 

45,000 

1925-29 

12,250 

DRAINAGE  COMPANY 

Acres:  21,619 

1930-34 

12,250 

See  Laws  of  1855, 

319  HI. 433 

1935-39 

12,260 

p.  63K 

281  HI.  611 

259  HI. 522 

257  Ill. 202 

253  HI. 251 

COON  CREEK  D.D. 

1930 

46,346 

1925-29 

1,500 

250  HI. 290 

County:  Iroquois 

1930-34 

750 

60.5921 

Org :  1929 

Acres:  17,252 

CI^AR  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 

1906 

13,500 

1925-20 

4,500 

County:  Cass 

1915 

30,000 

1930-34 

2,700 

COON  CREEK  D.D. 

Org:  1905 

1916 

4,578 

County:  McHenry 

Acres:  691 

1920 

3,750 

Org:  1914 

1923 

49,514 

32,500 

Acres:  7,500 

1924 

27,441 

20,000 

1926 

10,318 

1928 

15,800 

1936 

19.563* 

— 

Reported  In  lump  sum. 

Refunding  Issue. 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

C00U  CREEK  D.D.  #1 

1385 

$  2,500 

1890-94 

§  150 

County:  Will te side 

1893 

2,860 

1895-99 

900 

Org :  1885 

1894 

900 

1900-04 

400 

Acres:  5,237 

1907 

7,564 

1908 

2,500 

1909 

3,300 

1921 

12,607 

1927 

3,482 

1935 

2,000 

COON  CREEK  D.D.  #2 

1885 

1,600 

1890-94 

200 

County:  Whiteside 

1894 

6,700 

1895-99 

700 

Org :  1805 

1907 

349 

1905-09 

200 

Acres:  5,040 

1909 

4,923 

1920-24 

200 

1926 

15,000 

1927 

1,019 

1937 

1,670 

COON  CREEK  D.D.  #3 

1885 

6,367 

1890-94 

580 

County:  Whiteside 

1909 

4,082 

1905-09 

165 

Org :  1885 

1921 

15,619 

1925-29 

514 

Acres:  3,410 

1922 

11,734 

COON  RUN  D.&  L.  D.  Sub  #2 

1929 

16,046 

$  15,343 

1925-29 

1,525 

County:  Scott 

1930-34 

4,192 

Org:  1899 

1935-39 

762 

Acres:  14,630 

232  111.303 

194  111.310 

290  111.549 

COON  RUN  D.  &  L.DIST. 

1900 

36,550 

30 , 000 

1910-14 

3,433 

County:  Morgan  Scott 

1923 

73,100 

60,000 

1915-19 

3,763 

Org :  1899 

1929 

8,000 

1920-24 

3,106 

Acres:  17,920 

1925-29 

3,277 

1930-34 

3,389 

1935-39 

1,360 

CORAL  GRAFTON  D.D. 

1915 

81,783 

County:  McHenry 

1920 

34,521 

Org :  1919 

Acres:  7,120 

COTTAGE  TWP.D.D.  #2 

1902 

1,500 

County:  Saline 

1907 

522 

Org i  1898 

1915 

155 

Acres:  1,080 

COTTAGE  TWP.D.D.  #3 

1908 

6,805 

County:  Saline 

1910 

800 

Org :  1908 

1928 

4,000 

Acres:  1,8-10 

COTTAGE  HP.  D.D.  #4 

1913 

4,322 

County:  Saline 

1914 

2,059 

Org:  1912 

Acres:  1,880 

COTTONWOOD  TWP.D.D. 

1932 

1,000 

County:  Cumberland 

Org:  1932 

Acres :  481 

COTTONWOOD  D.D. 

County:  Gallatin 

Org: 

Acres:  1,400 

COUNTY  DITCH  D.&  L.  D. 

1913 

28,769 

1910-14 

911 

County:  Madison 

1929 

15,971 

2,800 

1925-29 

909 

Org :  1912 

1930-34 

1,830 

Acres:  4,742 

1935-39 

2,745 

COUNTY  LINE  SP.  D.D. 

1914 

14,118 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  940 

COYNE  NAIL  D.D. 

1910 

1,336 

County:  Macoupin 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  120 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

CRABAPPLE  CREEK  D.D. 

1927 

$  9,790 

County:  Coles 

1928 

4,280 

Org  j  1927 

1930 

1,194 

Acres:  3,045 

1937 

2,110 

CRABTREE  D.&  L.DIST. 

County:  Fulton 

Org: 

Acres:  1,440 

CRANE  CREEK  D.&  L.  DIST. 

1909 

125,021 

C  105,000 

1920-24 

$  30,202 

County:  Schuyler 

1912 

6,500 

20,000 

1925-29 

43,043 

Org:  1893 

1916 

27,254 

1930-34 

35,397 

Acres:  5,021 

1919 

11,097 

9,000 

1935-36 

29,878 

Pumping  Plant 

1922 

91,677 

90,000 

1925 

17,418 

16,500 

1927 

29,611 

26,250 

CRESCENT  D.D.  #1 

1882 

4,500 

1900-04 

250 

County:  Iroquois 

1902 

5,500 

1920-24 

2,500 

Org :  1882 

]  911 

7,000 

1925-29 

1,000 

Acres:  5,339 

1929 

6,257 

1930-34 

1,000 

247  111.410 

1935-39 

2,000 

CRESCENT  D.D.  #2 

County:  Iroquois 

Org: 

Acres:  1,640 

CRESCENT  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

1915 

3,220 

County:  Iroquois 

Org :  1913 

1929 

1,368 

Acres:  1,610 

CRETE  TWP.  D.D.  ^1 

1887 

1,056 

County:  Iroquois 

1890 

3,444 

Org:  1886 

1894 

656 

Acres:  2,501 

1896 

992 

1899 

110 

1904 

8,609 

CRETE  TWP.D.D.  #2 

1916 

11,195 

County:  Will 

1919 

1,500 

Org :  1915 

1925 

1,500 

Acres:  846 

1927 

3,190 

1930 

2,000 

CRETE  D.D.  #4 

County:  Will 

Org: 

Acres :  860 

CRETE  TWP.D.D.  #5 

1925 

32,593 

County:  Will 

Org:  1925 

Acres:  1,320 

CRITTENDEN  SP.  D.D. 

1908 

7,500 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1908 

Acres:  1,350 

1909 

700 

CROW  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Marshall 

Org :  1912 

Acres:  990 

CRYSTAL  LAKE  D.D. 

1917 

13,000 

1920-24 

375 

County:  McHenry 

1926-29 

375 

Org :  1916 

1930-34 

375 

Acres:  1,227 

1935-39 

225 

CYPRESS  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 

1903 

22,225 

20,000 

County:  Gallatin 

Org:  1903 

Acres:  11,000 

291  111.537 

TABLE  I— INVENTORY  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS— continued 


91 


DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

LEVIED 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

DAKFORTH  D.D.  #2  (Included 

1884 

|  729 

DIVERNOH  TWP  .D.D.  #1 

1906 

$  8,510 

In  Union  #2,  DanTorth  & 

1893 

2,050 

County:  Sangamon 

1908 

1,660 

Aahkum) 

Org :  1904 

County:  Iroquois 

Acres:  1,641 

Org :  1884 

229  111.512 

Acres : 

221  111.627 

Tile 

DIVERNOH  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1920 

12,500 

DAKFORTH  D.D.  #3 

1911 

7,297 

1920-24 

$  4,000 

County:  Sangamon 

County:  Iroquois 

1917 

7,120 

1925-29 

6,250 

Org:  1920 

Org :  1890 

1929 

34,228 

1930-34 

2,500 

Acres :  635 

Acres:  9,479 

1933 

2,864 

1935-39 

2,500 

User 

158  111.353 

128  111.496 

DOGWOOD  SLOUGH  D.D.  Sub 

1930 

2,857 

1930-34 

$  75 

County:  Monroe 

DAKFORTH  TWP.  D.D.  #4 

1930 

8,037 

Org :  1930 

County:  Iroquois 

Org:  1895 

Acres : 

Acres : 

DONOVAN  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1930 

6,130 

County:  Mason 

DAKFORTH  TWP.  D.D.  #5 

1905 

4,255 

Org:  1930 

County:  Iroquois 

Org :  1905 

Acres:  1,370 

Acres : 

DORA  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

County:  Moultrie 

DANFORTH  TWP.  D.D.  #6 

1905 

1,783 

Org: 

(Consolidated  with  #5 
in  1906) 

1906 

846 

Acres:  1,280 

County:  Iroquois 

Org :  1905 

Acres:  502 

DORA  MUTUAL  D.D.  #4 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  600 

L4£EK  CREEK  D.D.  03 

1912 

6,300 

County:  Will 

1913 

4,570 

Org:  1910 

1914 

2,015 

Acree:  1,430 

1917 

8,783 

DORR  D.D.  #1 

1917 

12,070 

1918 

2,283 

County:  McHenry 

1921 

1,000 

Org :  1917 

1930 

3,000 

Acres:  1,352 

EEOONIA  &  FOUNTAIN  BLUFF 

1910 

162,016 

1910-14 

4,335 

DORR  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1927 

9,900 

County:  McHenry 

County:  Jackson 

1928 

33,404 

Org: 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  480 

Acres:  32,368 

DORR  DR.  D.  #3 

EELAKD  D.D. 

1931 

140,242 

County:  McHenry 

County:  Piatt 

1935 

148,044 

Org: 

Org:  1930 

Acres:  18,448 

Acres:  640 

348  111.376 

DOWNS  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1925 

23,673 

$  17,500 

County:  McLean 

DEVILS  SLOUGH  MUTUAL 

1914 

15,000 

Org;  1924 

D.D.  #1 

Acres:  2,282 

County:  Bureau 

Org :  1914 

Acres:  1,157 

DRUMMER  D.D.  #2 

1914 

6,000 

County:  Ford 

Org:  1913 

1915 

850 

IE  WITT  SP.  D.D. 

1909 

22,377 

Acres :  500 

County:  DeWitt 

1912 

*22,686 

244  111.68 

Org :  1909 

239  111.638 

Aores:  9,586 

DRURY  D.D. 

1907 

86,400 

85,500 

1910-14 

18,003 

DILLSBURG  D.D. 

1925 

18,600 

County:  Rock  Island 

1917 

75,000 

72,500 

1915-19 

16,876 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1907 

1919 

25,000 

24,000 

1920-24 

45,680 

Org :  1925 

Acres:  4,568 

1920 

80,000 

77,600 

1925-29 

38,828 

Acres:  3,340 

1923 

61,392 

59,500 

1930-34 

30,148 

1928 

5,441 

5,441 

1935-39 

28,393 

DINGMAN  D.D. 

1915 

11,357 

$  1,776 

County:  Grundy 

DRY  FORK  MUTUAL  D.D. 

Org:  1916 

County:  Champaign 

Acres:  2,255 

Org: 

Acree :  1,900 

DIVELY  LEVEE  &  D.D.- 

1912 

18,802 

3,750 

1915-19 

604 

County:  Fayette 

1913 

4,000 

1,500 

1920-24 

604 

DUNHAM  TWP.  D.D. 

Org :  1912 

1921 

4,800 

2,248 

1925-29 

302 

County:  McHenry 

Acree:  1,274 

1930-34 

1,399 

Org: 

1935-39 

495 

Acres:  2,200 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Tear 

Amount 

Bonds 

Year 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

EAGLE  TI7P.D.D.  #2 

1882 

t  1,898 

EAST  LAKE  FORK  D.D. 

1887 

t  67,286 

1890-94 

890“ 

County:  LaSalle 

1883 

136 

County:  Champaign 

1888 

5,586 

1895-99 

13,445 

Org:  1882 

Org:  1886 

1890 

2,012 

1900-04 

13,450 

Acres :  560 

Acre.:  17,972 

1891 

159 

1905-09 

7,645 

134  111.384 

1892 

460 

1910-14 

6,070 

129  111.417 

1893 

1,200 

1915-19 

2,000 

EAGLE  BRANCH  D.D.  Sub  #1 

127  111.581 

1929 

932 

1920-24 

5,000 

1902 

9,000 

1900-04 

$  1,000 

1925-29 

9,996 

County:  Lawrence 

1906-09 

3,200 

1930-34 

1^795 

Org:  1902 

1910-14 

1,000 

1935-39 

1,103 

Acres:  3,950 

1915-19 

2,000 

1920-24 

1,600 

1925-29 

1,900 

1930-34 

1,350 

EAST  LIVERPOOL  D.&L.D. 

1917 

191,991 

♦142,000 

1920-24 

29,020 

1935-39 

500 

County:  Fulton 

1920 

81,492 

Org:  1916 

1928 

111,111 

78,100* 

Acres:  2,760 

1929 

15,700* 

Tile 

1932 

62,500* 

EAGLE  BRANCH  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1911 

4,840 

1910-14 

514 

County:  Lawrence 

1915-19 

450 

Org:  1911 

1920-24 

150 

Acres:  813 

1925-29 

350 

1930-34 

500 

EAST  NELSON  TWP. D.D.  #1 

1924 

605 

1936-39 

250 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  2,158 

1932 

2,000 

EAOLE  LAKE,  WASHINGTON  TWP. 

County:  Will 

Org: 

EAST  PEORIA  D.  &  LEVEE 

1910 

45,526 

45,625 

Acres:  1,000 

EARL  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

County:  Tazewell 

Org :  1908 

Acree:  1,433 

Pumping  Plant 

1923 

45,108 

35,450 

County:  LaSalle 

Org: 

Acres:  3,055 

EAST  SKOKIE  D.D. 

Dissolved 

County:  Lake 

239  111.266 

Org: 

231  111.518 

224  Ill. 449 

Acres:  2,360 

EIEN  TWP. D.D.  #3 

1884 

6,019 

EAST  BEND  TOWNSHIP 

County:  LaSalle 

1886 

2,480 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1884 

See  Big  Slough  and 

Wild  Cat  Slough 

Acres:  750 

V 

EDGAR  D.D.  #1 

1929 

10,085 

KASTBURN  D.D.  #1 

1903 

10,500 

1900-04 

228 

County:  Edgar 

County:  Iroquois 

1920 

9,402 

1920-24 

1,000 

Org:  1900 

Org :  1903 

1925-29 

1,000 

Acres:  5,098 

Aoree:  3,441 

1930-34 

333 

EDGAR  LAKES  D.  &  L.  D. 

EASTBDRN  D.D.  #2 

1907 

6,000 

1905-09 

150 

County:  Randolph 

County:  Iroquois 

1910-14 

465 

Org:  1917 

Org :  1907 

Acres:  1,527 

Acres:  2,000 

69.6053 

Tile 

EDWARDS  COUNTY  D.D. 

1928 

12,939 

7,600 

EASTBDRN  D.D.  #3 

County:  Edwards 

1929 

464 

County :  Iroquois 

Org:  1928 

Org: 

Acres:  1,300 

Acres:  2,382 

EDWARDS  RIVER  MUTUAL  D.D. 

EAST  CAPE  OIRARTEAU  & 

1909 

79,273 

$  71,345 

1910-14 

2,  600 

County:  Henry 

CLEAR  CREEK  D.D. 

1912 

10,500 

9,450 

1915-19 

4,888 

Org: 

County:  Alexander 

1916 

16,675 

15,000 

1920-24 

7,280 

Acres:  8,480 

Org:  1908 

1917 

20,000 

18,000 

1925-29 

7,280 

Acree:  9,391 

1919 

30,000 

27,000 

1930-34 

2,392 

EHMBN-SCHMIDT  MUTUAL  D.D. 

EASTERBROOK  SP.  D.D.  #1 

County:  Champaign 

1884 

7,975 

1885-89 

12,418 

Org: 

County:  McLean 

1886 

30,000 

27,000 

1890-94 

43,479 

Acres:  1,175 

Org :  1882 

1887 

5,000 

1895-99 

500 

Acree:  5,939 

1930 

8,300 

1900-04 

400 

Tile 

1905-09 

1,700 

124  111.95 

1910-14 

1,150 

EIGHT  MILE  D.D. 

1912 

21,680 

1915-19 

700 

County:  Vermilion 

1914 

982 

1920-24 

700 

Org:  1911 

1920 

15,927 

1925-29 

400 

Acres:  5,572 

1921 

2,125 

1935-39 

300 

1930 

25,282 

1936 

4,157 

EASTERN  INDIAN  CREEK  D.D. 

1930 

16,600 

County:  Livingston 

1931 

4,056 

ELDORADO  D.D. 

1911 

25,609 

Org:  1930 

County:  Saline 

1913 

12,500 

Acres:  7,287 

Org :  1910 

Acres:  1,800 

1929 

21,960 

EASTERN  LILLE  CACHE 

1913 

13,080 

ELDRED  D.&  LEVEE  D. 

1909 

234,172 

230,000 

1925-29 

60,470 

SWAMP  D.D. 

County:  Greene 

1913 

41,720 

4,000 

1930-34 

60,470 

County:  Will 

Org:  1909 

1919 

60,606 

1935-39 

48,376 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  8,396 

1923 

41,849 

Acre.:  1,360 

Pumping  Plant 

1928 

117,757 

54 , 000 

1932 

1936 

5,025 

115,700* 

1937 

20,000* 

56,000* 

‘Includes  £14,900  refunding  i33ue 
Refunding  issue. 


^Reported  in  lump  stun. 
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ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 
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I s  sued 

Tear 

Amount 

RLE  OROVK  D.D. 

County:  Cook 

Org: 

Acres:  3,640 

KIM  RIVER  D.D. 

County:  Wayne 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  1,440 

1915 

1923 

1924 

$  1,852 

4,347 
4,000 

*  3,640 

3,600 

1930-34 

$  400 

EMBARRASS  D.D.  #1 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1916 

Acres:  1,160 

1916 

3,593 

EMBARRASS  D.D.  #7 

County:  Edgar 
org:  1904 

Acres:  2,410 

1904 

2,185 

BMBARRA3S  D.D.  #8 

Countyi  Edgar 

Orgi  1910 

Acres)  1,084 

1911 

12,316 

EMBARRASS  D.D.  #9 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1900 

Acres:  1,700 

1911 

1913 

1930 

12,712 

613 

1,766 

EMBARRASS  RIVER  SP.  D.D. 
County:  Champaign 

Org:  1896 

Acree:  23,620 

1896 

1898 

1699 

1900 

1903 

1904 

1905 

1906 

1907 

1908 

1909 

1910 
1913 
1915 

1918 

1919 

1920 

13,000 

24,924 

4,700 

950 

5,075 

3,100 

400 

5.249 
425 

11,240 

12,528 

4,697 

8,950 

7,000 

5,000 

8.250 
2,262 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1936-39 

600 

1.450 
3,300 
3,650 

2.450 

EMBARRASS  TWP.  D.D. 

County)  Edgar 

Org)  1929 

Acrss)  4,581 

1929 

24,166 

EMBARRASS  TWP.  D.D.  #9 
County:  Edgar 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  1,502 

1920 

1,818 

EMMA  TWP.  D.D.  #5 

County)  White 

Org) 

Acre.)  4,710 

EMMA  TWP.  D.D.  #4 

County:  White 

Org: 

Acres:  2,240 

EMMA  TWP.  D.D.  #5 

County)  White 

Org) 

Acree)  1,380 

EMMA  TWP.  D.D.  #6 

County:  White 

Org: 

Acres:  1,560 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

EMMA  TWP.  D.D.  iff 

County:  White 

Org: 

Acres:  1,200 

EMPIRE  SP.  D.D. 

1925 

t  8,250 

$  7,000 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1925 

Aores:  1,411 

ENOLAND  POND  D.D. 

1898 

14,600 

1895-99 

$  732 

County:  Lawrence 

1906 

6,645 

1900-04 

550 

org)  1899 

1916 

13,979 

1905-09 

300 

Acres:  6,135 

1928 

83,373 

67,680 

1910-14 

1,300 

1931 

6,500 

5,231 

1915-19 

2,959 

1937 

44,497* 

1920-24 

1,000 

1925-29 

6,062 

1930-34 

7,762 

1935-39 

5,000 

ENTERPRISE  D.D. 

1906 

12,574 

12,574 

1920-24 

1,500 

County:  Whiteside 

1911 

3,487 

1925-29 

500 

Org:  1906 

1922 

2,500 

1935-39 

500 

Acres:  2,876 

1927 

25,000 

21,760 

EPPARD6  POINT  D.D.  #2 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Aores:  810 

BPPARDS  POINT  D.D.  #3 

County)  Livingston 

Org) 

Acre.)  630 

EPPARDS  POINT  D.D.  #4 

County)  Livingston 

Org) 

Aores )  1,000 

Ewald  Sub,  INLET  SWAMP 
Drainage  Dist. 

1904 

3,000 

County:  Lee 

Org:  1904 

Acres:  800 

FAIRFIELD  D.D.  #1  Twp. 

1924 

1,832 

County:  Bureau 

Org*  1879 

1930 

615 

Acres:  2,065 

FAIRFIELD  D.D.  #2 

1909 

16,500 

County)  Bureau 

Org)  1909 

Acree I  4,280 

1927 

17,000 

FAIRFIELD  D.D.  #3 

1909 

6,000 

County:  Bureau 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  2,000 

1928 

5,500 

FAIRFIELD  D.&L.  DIST. 

1924 

5,525 

County:  Bureau 

Org:  1924 

Acres:  650 

FAIRVIEW  SP.  D.D. 

1884 

8,827 

County:  Mason 

1886 

563 

Org:  1884 

Acres:  1,030 

1928 

3,180 

FAIRVIEW  SP.  D.D. 

1909 

31,875 

County:  Vermilion 

1911 

1,266 

Org:  1908 

1925 

2,020 

Acres:  5,962 

1930 

7,807 

FAIRVIEW  SP.  D.D.  Sub.  #1 

1930 

6,999 

County)  Vermilion 

Org  >  1930 

Acres )  277 

—  _ 

1 Re funding  Issue. 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

DISTRICT 

Year 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

PALL  CREEK  D.D. 

1900 

$  7,559 

1900-04 

i  2,330 

FORD  &  CHAMPAIGN  CO.  D.D. 

1913 

|  6,000 

County:  Adams 

1908 

772 

1905-09 

2,320 

County:  Ford 

1914 

6,000 

Orgi  1900 

1927 

14,274 

$  8,800 

1910-14 

2,305 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  3,106 

1915-19 

2,305 

Acres:  490 

1920-24 

2,305 

1925-29 

3,688 

1930-34 

2,766 

FOREST  MUTUAL  D.D. 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  1,870 

FALLING  SPRINGS  D.D. 

1908 

7,082 

6,300 

1915-19 

188 

County:  St.  Clair 

Org:  1908 

Acres :  628 

1920-24 

752 

FORT  CHARTRES  k  IVY 

1930 

13,419 

1930-34 

$  1,105 

LANDING  D.D. 

1935-39 

996 

County:  Monroe 

FARMERS  COOPERATIVE  D.D. 

Org:  1930 

County:  Livingston 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  1,109 

156, Z161 

Acres:  7,320 

FARMERS  MUTUAL  D.D. 

FOSTER  D.  &  LEVEE  DIST. 

1922 

31,996 

$  14,100 

1920-24 

600 

1927 

36,837 

1925-29 

150 

County:  Madison 

1923 

3,100 

1925-29 

1,500 

County:  Woodford 

1930-34 

250 

Org:  1921 

1930-34 

1,350 

Org:  1927 

1935-39 

100 

Acres :  900 

1935-39 

1,050 

Acres:  4,067 

FOUNTAIN  CREEK  D.D.  #1 

1913 

38,500 

1935-39 

900 

FARMERS  SP.  D.D. 

1907 

84,066 

1915-19 

2,000 

County:  Iroquois 

1915 

6,930 

County:  Cass 

1920-24 

5,100 

Org:  1913 

1916 

1,730 

Org:  1906 

Acres:  7,000 

Acres:  4,716 

1930 

11,341 

FARM  RIDGE  TWP.D.D.  #1 

FOUNTAIN  CREEK  D.D.  #2 

1937 

3,455 

1904 

3,800 

County:  Iroquois 

County:  LaSalle 

1912 

1,200 

Org:  1937 

Org:  1903 

Acres:  1,220 

Acres:  2,127 

FOUNTAIN  CREEK  AND 

1932 

3,990 

FAYETTE  SP.  D.D. 

1909 

20,897 

LOVE JOY  D.D. 

County:  Vermilion 

1910 

2,033 

County:  Iroquois 

Org :  1908 

1936 

1,996 

Org:  1932 

Acres :  6,094 

242  111.455 

Acres:  3,214 

FEATHER  CREEK  D.D.  #1 

FOUNTAIN  HEAD  D.D. 

1905 

28,374 

1930-34 

4,400 

County:  Champaign 

1906 

9,895 

County:  Verailiori; 

Org:  1906 

1909 

3,723 

Org: 

Aores:  19,848 

228  111.206 

1911 

5,735 

Acres:  2,380 

1916 

9,941 

1929 

33,788 

FEATHER  CREEK  D.D.  #2 

1925 

11,004 

County:  Vermilion 

1927 

2,654 

FOX  RIVER  D.D. 

1910 

13,932 

1925-29 

832 

Org:  1925 

1928 

2,229 

County:  White 

1911 

16,724 

1930-34 

832 

Acres:  1,605 

Org :  1910 

Acres:  1,680 

1935-39 

623 

FISHER  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1930 

6,457 

County:  Champaign 

FRANEY  D.D.  Sub 

1919 

5,298 

Org:  1930 

County:  Monroe 

1921 

3,097 

Acres:  1,410 

Org:  1919 

Acres : 

1928 

1,400 

FISH  LAKE  D.D. 

1906 

18,000 

1925-29 

3,230 

County:  Fayette 

1907 

2,000 

FREIBRICK  D.&  L.DIST. 

Org !  1906 

1923 

3,000 

County:  Schuyler 

Acres:  4,023 

1937 

4,500 

Org: 

Acres:  935 

FLAT  BRANCH  D.D.  #2 

Coun  ty :  She lby 

FREEDOM  TWP.D.D.  #1 

1909 

16,000 

Org; 

County:  LaSalle 

1910 

19,000 

Acres:  15,300 

Org:  1908 

1912 

3,000 

Acres:  4,353 

1918 

2,000 

286  111.128 

1927 

2,000 

1939 

5,500 

FLAT BRANCH  TWP.  MUTUAL 

D.D.  #1 

1930 

147 

1930-34 

30 

County:  Shelby 

FRIENDS  CREEK  D.D.  #1 

Org:  1893 

County:  Macon 

Acres:  1,290 

Org:  1881 

276  111.324 

Acres : 

FLAT  HOLLOW  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

FRIENDS  CREEK  D.D.  #2 

County:  Christian 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Org: 

Acres:  1,658 

Acres:  1,160 

FLATVILLE  D.D. 

1909 

22,500 

1935-39 

500 

FRIENDS  CREEK  D.D.  #3 

County:  Champaign 

1930 

6,200 

County:  Macon 

Org:  1909 

Org:  1882 

Korea :  7,700 

Acres:  1,530 

^Reported  in  lump  sum. 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

FRIENDS  CREEK  D.D.  #4 

County:  Macon 

Orgi 

Acres:  660 

FRIENDS  CREEK  D.D.  #6 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres :  880 

FRIENDS  CREEK  D.D.  #7 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres :  600 

FRIENDS  CREEK  D.D.  #10 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres:  300 

FRIENDS  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 

County:  DeWltt 

Org: 

Acres:  17,680 

FROG  POND  D.D. 

1913 

|  43,892 

1925-29 

|  1,942 

County:  Crawford 

1921 

16,673 

1930-34 

1,165 

Org:  1912 

1925 

5,000 

Acres:  4,675 

1927 

3,000 

1930 

7,000 

FULKERSON  D.D. 

1913 

7,682 

County:  White 

Org :  1912 

1926 

4,146 

Acres:  913 

GANEBR  D.D.  #3 

County:  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres:  400 

CAREER  D.D.  #5 

County:  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres:  1,600 

OANNAWAY,  ELLIS,  LAW, 

JONES  MUTUAL 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

Acres:  2,000 

OAR  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Kankakee 

Org:  1878 

Acres:  9,100 

256  111.338 

266  111.399 

GARTEN  SP.  D.D. 

1883 

13,766 

1900-04 

1,200 

County:  Mason 

1685 

6,000 

1905-09 

2,400 

Org :  1883 

1917 

63,450 

1910-14 

1,000 

Acres :  8,720 

1918 

10,000 

1925-29 

4,000 

1919 

46,008 

1935-39 

3,300 

OARRBTT  TWP.  D.D. 

1901 

7,014 

1905-09 

200 

County:  Douglas 

1907 

650 

1915-19 

550 

Org;  1901 

1908 

7,080 

1920-24 

30 

Acres:  1,961 

1912 

4,384 

1925-29 

500 

1915 

300 

1930-34 

5,786 

1921 

64,555 

1924 

12,500 

1928 

200 

OARRETT  TWP.  SUB  D.D. 

1898 

355 

1910-14 

400 

County:  Douglas 

1903 

3,803 

1915-19 

500 

Org:  1897 

1905 

1,010 

Acres:  1,375 

1907 

500 

1925 

12,855 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

OARRETT  D.D.  #2 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Aores:  12,740 

295  111.482 

280  111.303 

OARRETT  D.D.  #16 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1908 

Acres:  1,354 

1908 

1909 

$  6,500 

500 

1915-19 

$  550 

GERMANTOWN  D.D. 

County:  Clinton 

Org :  1914 

Acres :  920 

1914 

4,568 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

1,396 

1,432 

823 

413 

687 

GILLESPIE  D.D.  #1 

County:  Macoupin 

Org:  1900 

Acres:  900 

GLOVER  SPECIAL  D.D. 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,920 

OCLDEN  GATE  D.D. 

County:  Wayne 

Org :  1907 

Acres:  3,469 

1910 

1911 
1920 

27,264 

11,270 

5,535 

$  3,040 

1935-39 

1,511 

THE  GOLDEN  RULE  D.D. 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  11,300 

OOLDEN  RULE  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1916 

Acres:  8,604 

1916 

1920 

44,627 

1,317 

OOLEEN  RULE  D.D.  Sub  #1 
County:  McLean 

Org:  1927 

Acres:  741 

1928 

6,240 

GOLD  HILL  D.D. 

County:  Gallatin 

Org :  1908 

Acres:  1,290 

1908 

1925 

5,490 

6,670 

3,100 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1,300 

600 

350 

GOOSE  CREEK  SP .  D.D. 

County:  DeWitt 

Org :  1912 

Acres:  2,060 

1912 

19,737 

GOOSE  CREEK  TWP.  D.D. 

County:  Piatt 

Org :  1905 

Acres:  1,736 

1912 

1928 

1929 

19,736 

953 

706 

GOOSE  CREEK  D.D.  #2 

County*  Platt 

Org  i 

Acres:  1,000 

QOOSB  CREEK  D.D.  #3 

County:  Platt 

Org: 

Acres:  1,740 

GOOSE  CREEK  D.D.  #4 

County:  Piatt 

Org: 

Acres:  1,400 
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Amount 

Bond  a 

Year 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

OOOSE  LAKE  D.D.  Sub 

1930 

$  591 

1925-29 

*  363 

OREEN  RIVER  SP.  D.D. 

1906 

$420,006 

1905-09 

$  1,229 

County*  Monroe 

1930-34 

221 

County*  Henry 

1908 

46,172 

1910-14 

13,608 

Org  j  1930 

1935-39 

302 

Org:  1903 

1915-19 

24,134 

Acres*  404 

Acres*  33,999 

1920-24 

23,000 

268  111.383 

1925-29 

15,000 

258  111.510 

1930-34 

10,000 

243  111.156 

1935-39 

10,000 

GORMAN  D.D. 

1922 

17,665 

228  111.173 

County*  Will 

1923 

15,545 

226  Ill. 207 

Org  i  1921 

Acrs.t  1,285 

1924 

916 

GREEN  RIVER  SP.  SUB  #1 

1929 

12,626 

1930-34 

1,500 

County:  Henry 

1935-39 

2,600 

GRAND  RAPIDS  D.D.  #1 

1929 

23,547 

Org :  1928 

County*  LaSalle 

Org*  1929 

Acrea:  3,046 

Aorea*  1,755 

0RESNVIL1E  D.D.  #1 

County*  Bureau 

GRAND  TOWER  DRAINAGE  & 

1909 

13,035 

$  11,500 

1910-14 

1,070 

Org:  1880 

LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1910 

3,650 

3,000 

1920-24 

782 

Acrea*  1,180 

County*  Jackaon 

1916 

2,009 

1925-29 

1,470 

Org!  1909 

1922 

2,442 

Acrea*  2,620 

1929 

16,857 

GREENWOOD  D.D. 

1917 

26,000 

1920-24 

100 

County*  McHenry 

1925-29 

200 

Org: 

1930-34 

200 

GRANNY  TWEEDLE  D.&L. D. 

1921 

23,554 

22,500 

Acres*  1,860 

1935-39 

250 

County*  White 

1922 

20,978 

18,500 

Orgi  1921 

1923 

7,200 

7,000 

Acrea*  1,445 

1926 

890 

1927 

2,595 

GREENWOOD  D.D.  #1 

County:  McHenry 

Org: 

Acrea:  2,320 

GRANT  D.D.  #1 

County:  Luke 

Org: 

Acre. ;  700 

ORIDLEY  D.D.  #1 

County*  McLean 

Org*  1884 

Acrea*  7,680 

GRANT  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1924 

18,944 

7,300 

1935-39 

1,799 

276  111.29 

County*  Vermilion 

Org*  1922 

1929 

33,846 

16,718 

207  111.97 

Acrea*  6,620 

GRIGOS  CHAPEL  D.&  L.D. 

County*  Casa 

GRAPE  CREEK  D.D. 

1916 

27,950 

1925-29 

300 

Org :  1920 

County*  Vermilion 

1916 

5,886 

1930-34 

600 

Acres  * 

Org  s  1914 

1919 

2,509 

1935-39 

900 

Dissolved 

Acrea*  3,219 

1925 

6,020 

302  111.462 

GRASSY  LAKE  D.D. 

1909 

22,580 

1915-19 

900 

GRiNNELL  D.D. 

1886 

5,272 

1900-04 

200 

County:  Payette 

1915 

645 

1920-24 

900 

County*  Kankakee 

1888 

1,229 

1910-14 

400 

Org  *  1908 

Org:  1886 

1931 

8,038 

1915-19 

1,500 

Acrea*  3,528 

Acres*  2,104 

1930-34 

300 

GREEN  D.D. 

1919 

16,689 

GROVE  MUTUAL  D.D. 

County*  Vemillon 

County*  Jaaper 

Org*  1918 

Org: 

Acrea  s  526 

Acres*  1,520 

GREEN  BRIAR  D.D. 

1909 

26,901 

1910-14 

1,550 

ORUB  SCHOOL  D.D. 

County*  Crawford 

1919 

110,525 

80,164 

1916-19 

5,550 

County*  Lake 

Org  s  1909 

1920 

19,895 

1920-24 

4,026 

Org:  1923 

Acrea*  5,438 

1921 

34,500 

28,000 

Acres*  880 

1924 

47,600 

39,500 

• 

1927 

42,500 

35,000 

GW INN  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1930 

7,230 

County*  Douglas 

GREEN  BRIAR  D.D. 

Org*  1929 

County*  Jaaper 

Org* 

Acrea*  934 

Acrea*  4,660 

HADLEY  D.D.  -  Sub 

1917 

97,392 

$  60,000 

1915-19 

10,896 

County:  Pike 

1920-24 

13,620 

OREEN  GARDEN  D.D.  #1 

Org :  1917 

1925-29 

13,620 

County*  Will 

Acres*  9,082 

1930-34 

13,620 

Org:  1880 

Acrea:  549 

284  Ill. 354 

1935-39 

5,448 

HAGER  SLOUGH  D.&  L.  DIST. 

1886 

10,000 

1905-09 

2,925 

GREEN  RIVER  SPECIAL  D.D. 

1894 

76,000 

1895-99 

11,500 

County*  Case 

1893 

7,000 

1920-24 

4,550 

County*  Bureau 

1906 

172,697 

1905-09 

9,200 

Org  *  1885 

1896 

3,900 

Org  *  1895 

1916 

20,000 

1915-19 

17,500 

Aorea*  3,721 

1902 

12,100 

Acrea*  14,117 

1929 

150,000 

84,600 

1925-29 

38,000 

1914 

26,774 

21,000 

1930-34 

6,000 

1918 

4,000 

1935-39 

9,000 

1922 

2,500 
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HAHNEMAN  D.D.  #1 

HANOVER  D.&  L.  DIST. 

1884 

$  5,310 

1880-84 

4  6,337 

County*  Lee 

County:  Clinton 

1888 

2,637 

1885-89 

10,674 

Org: 

Org :  1883 

1911 

10,600 

1890-94 

2,053 

Acres:  8,070 

Acres:  3,435 

1929 

17,500 

1895-99 

2,392 

1900-04 

2,935 

1905-09 

2,461 

1910-14 

13,182 

HAHNEMAN  TWP.D.D.  #1 

1894 

$  12,091 

1915-19 

3,139 

County:  Whiteside 

1898 

3,899 

1920-24 

4,171 

Org :  1881 

1900 

3,899 

1925-29 

5,233 

Acres:  8,207 

1929 

6,119 

1930-34 

3,232 

278  Ill. 512 

1936 

6,119 

1935-39 

1,194 

HAHNEMAN  TWP.D.D.  #2 

1894 

12,108 

HARMON  D.D.  #1 

1926 

45,139 

#  28,500 

County:  Whiteside 

1898 

10,102 

County:  Lee 

Org:  1884 

1902 

1,600 

Org: 

Acres:  3,114 

1916 

7,500 

Acres:  8,888 

1926 

1,250 

1928 

1,250 

1932 

1,260 

1936 

6,016 

HARMON  D.D.  #2 

1929 

1,810 

County:  Lee 

Org: 

Acres:  1,800 

HAHNEMAN  D.D.  #3 

1889 

2,280 

County:  Whiteside 

Org:  1889 

Acres:  1,449 

1929 

2,148 

HARMONY  D.D. 

1904 

3,025 

County:  Ford 

Org:  1904 

Acres:  920 

1905 

250 

HALLE CK  &  MEDINA  D.D. 

County:  Bureau 

Org; 

Acres:  2,800 

HARMONY  SP.  D.D. 

1919 

27,827 

County:  DeWltt 

Org:  1919 

Acres:  2,607 

1921 

600 

HAMILTON  TWP-  SP.  D.D.  #1 

1927 

2,000 

County:  Lee 

1928 

15,000 

$  15,000 

Org :  1902 

Acres:  2,124 

1931 

3,300 

HARR ISONV ILLE  L.&  D.  CO. 

115  111.347 

See  Public  Laws  of  1861, 
p.  436.  Also  St.  Clair  & 

Monroe  L  &  D  Co.  Private 
Laws  1867.  Vol.  2.’  d.  807 

HAMMEL  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1925 

2,084 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1925 

Acres :  437 

HARR ISON VILLB  &  IVY 

LANDINO  D.  A:  L.  #2 

County:  Monroe 

Org :  1882 

HAMMOND  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1927 

2,198 

Acres:  19,700 

County:  Platt 

Org:  1927 

96,221* 

21,100* 

Acres:  6,832 

246  111.526 

HART  SUB,  INLET  SWAMP  D. 

1905 

7,350 

County:  Lee 

Org :  1905 

HAMMOND  MUTUAL  D.D. 

Sub  #1 

1928 

4,885 

Acres:  1,190 

County:  Platt 

Org:  1928 

Acres:  475 

HARWELL  D.&  LEVEE  D. 

1904 

75,000 

69,000 

County:  Greene 

1906 

20,000 

20,000 

Org:  1904 

1908 

30,000 

26,298 

Acres:  8,800 

1913 

43,799 

18,000 

HAMPTON  TWP.D.D.  #1 

Pumping  Plant 

1914 

88,415 

55,000 

County:  Rock  Island 

257  Ill. 509 

1919 

36,000 

11,025 

Org: 

1921 

30,830 

26,100 

Acres:  2,000 

1922 

205,604 

190,000 

1927 

113,329 

103,000 

1933 

70,000* 

161,2763 

HAMPTON  D.D.  #2 

County:  Rock  Island 

Org: 

HARVEL  D.D.  #1 

1886 

6,785 

1885-89 

262 

Acres:  2,700 

County:  Montgomery 

1911 

8,993 

1910-14 

1,428 

Org :  1886 

1912 

1,428 

1925-29 

1,036 

Acres:  940 

1930-34 

259 

HAMPTON  D.D.  #3 

County:  Rock  Island 

Org :  1908 

HARVEL  D.D.  #2 

1899 

19,036 

1905-09 

4,549 

Acres:  1,780 

County:  Montgomery 

1902 

10,290 

1910-14 

2,390 

( Inactive) 

Org :  1899 

1920-24 

6,838 

Acres:  1,881 

193  111.620 

1925-29 

1,052 

HAMPTON  D.D.  #4 

1910 

16,263 

County:  Rock  Island 

Org :  1910 

1926 

8,000 

HARWOOD  &  KERR  D.D. 

1925 

58,289 

Acres:  1,572 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1925 

Acres:  3,457 

HANCOCK  COUNTY 

Swamp  Lands,  levee 

In  Hancock  &  Adams  Co. 

HAVANA  D.D. 

See  Public  Lass  of  1861. 

p«  126. 

County:  Mason 

Org:  1892 

Also  Chittenden  Contract 

Acres:  3,840 

120  111.482 

348  111.50 

^Reported  In  lump  sum* 
'Estimated. 


3 Includes  $96,576  refunding  Issue, 
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HAW  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 

1900 

|  83,560 

1915-19 

$  30,000 

HESTERMAN  MUTUAL  D.D. 

County:  Hamilton 

1902 

27,777 

1920-24 

6,000 

County:  DuPage 

Org :  1900 

1914 

127,260 

1925-29 

6,700 

Org: 

Acres:  27,330 

1921 

181,920 

♦158,900 

1930-34 

3,350 

Aoraa:  1,440 

1927 

115,769 

98,500 

1934 

101,000* 

HAWTHORNE  D.D.  #2 

1905 

12,000 

1905-09 

1,000 

HICKORY  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 

1913 

♦  40,000 

1915-19 

♦  4,400 

County:  White 

1906 

10,000 

1915-19 

1,000 

County:  Bureau 

1914 

6,500 

1925-29 

2^500 

Org :  1905 

Org*  1909 

1930-34 

4,000 

Acres:  4,345 

Acres:  4,194 

1935-39 

600 

HAWTHORNE  MUTUAL  D.D.  #2 

County:  White 

HICKORY  CREEK  D.D. 

Org  i 

County:  Jasper 

Acres:  4,260 

Org: 

Acres :  690 

HAWTHORNE  MUTUAL  D.D.  #3 

County:  White 

Org: 

HICKORY  QROVE  D.D. 

1882 

9,585 

1895-99 

928 

Acres:  1,260 

County:  Tazewell 

1889 

32,051 

♦  23,000 

1900-04 

292 

Org:  1882 

1929 

27,021 

17,360 

1905-09 

2,043 

Acres:  8,120 

1915-19 

1,671 

1920-24 

1,683 

HAYES  BRANCH  D.D. 

1912 

28,200 

1925-29 

1^683 

County:  Douglas 

Org  j  1912 

Acres:  7,010 

290  111.124 

HILLS BURY  SLOUGH  D.D. 

1899 

27,010 

1910-14 

1,000 

County:  Champaign 

1900 

8,000 

1915-19 

400 

Org :  1898 

1901 

3,150 

1920-24 

1,200 

HAY-HEDDIN  MUTUAL  #1 

Acres:  11,899 

1904 

225 

1925-29 

25,171 

County:  Christian 

1905 

1,000 

Org: 

1908 

3,000 

Acres;  1,300 

1926 

6,689 

HEBRON  D.D.  #1 

County:  MoHanry 

HILL VIEW  D.&  LEVEE  D. 

1906 

223,631 

1905-09 

7,779 

Org :  1912 

County:  Scott 

1908 

70,324 

1910-14 

25,048 

Acres:  6,880 

Org:  1906 

1909 

18,130 

1915-19 

54,487 

Acres:  12,323 

1910 

14,992 

1920-24 

104,726 

Pumping  Plant 

1912 

5,000 

1925-29 

101,663 

276  111.33 

1913 

74,223 

54,700 

1930-34 

134,065 

HEIMANN  D.D. 

1920 

24,200 

1920-24 

1,181 

1916 

95,273 

67,877 

1935-39 

93,600 

County:  Clinton 

1925-29 

1,378 

1920 

47,071 

Org:  1920 

1930-34 

1,969 

1922 

108,814 

104,577 

Acres:  1,314 

1935-39 

394 

1927 

68,549 

60,300 

1928 

68,738 

63,400 

1937 

164,500* 

1938 

288,092? 

HENDERSON  CO.  D.D.  #1 

1914 

214,734 

183,600 

1910-14 

6,178 

County:  Henderson 

1915 

25,000 

23,200 

1915-19 

25,944 

Org:  1912 

1916 

11,040 

10,700 

1920-24 

60,025 

Acres:  13,539 

1919 

20,117 

20,000 

1925-29 

78,859 

HOLLENBECK  D.&  L.  DIST. 

1903 

8,000 

Pumping  Plant 

1926 

41,000 

38,500 

1930-34 

48,708 

County:  Clark 

1928 

81,000 

76,300 

1935-39 

19,350 

Org:  1903 

1938 

20,000* 

79,987^ 

Acrea :  600 

HENDERSON  CO.  D.D.  #2 

1912 

185,849 

171,826 

1910-14 

6,243 

County:  Henderson 

1914 

30,299 

29,300 

1915-19 

27,040 

HO MANN  MUTUAL, 

Org:  1911 

1920 

23,765 

20,000 

1920-24 

51,226 

HUMBOLDT  &  LAP A YET TE 

Acree:  13,630 

1926 

45,000 

41,650 

1925-29 

76,625 

County:  Coles 

Pumping  Plant 

1928 

61,000 

54,700 

1930-34 

46,008 

Org: 

1938 

20,0002 

68,900* 

1935-39 

21,522 

Acres:  700 

HENDERSON  CO.  D.D.  #3 

1914 

73,795 

49,811 

1910-14 

1,413 

HOMER  D.D.  #1 

County:  Henderson 

1917 

23,618 

23,500 

1915-19 

18,839 

County :  Champaign 

Org :  1913 

1920 

10,000 

9,700 

1920-24 

34,408 

Org: 

Acres:  2,155 

1924 

27,500 

27,250 

1925-29 

37,209 

Acre a:  4,120 

Pumping  Plant 

1938 

19,500* 

1930-34 

12,103 

1935-39 

2,634 

HONEY  POINT  D.D.  #4 

HENNEPIN  DR.  &  LEVEE  D.  . 

1909 

281,654 

County:  Macoupin 

County:  Putnam 

1923 

125,857 

Org: 

Org :  1909 

Acres:  600 

Acre  a:  2,610 

81,0465 

HONEY  POINT  D.D.  #5 

1908 

11,584 

HENNING  D.D. 

1912 

6,863 

County:  Macoupin 

County:  Vermilion 

Org :  1908 

Org :  1912 

Acres:  1,520 

Acres :  894 

HONEY  POINT  D.D.  #6 

1917 

1,976 

HENSLEY  D.D. 

1882 

8,000 

1895-99 

500 

County:  Macoupin 

County:  Champaign 

1891 

325 

Org:  1917 

Org:  1882 

1904 

2,  611 

Acres:  395 

Acres : 

1905 

345 

^Refunding  issue.  4  Includes  $49,900  refunding  issue. 

Estimated.  5j^0ported  in  lump  sum. 

3 Includes  $60,987  refunding  issue. 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 
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Bonds 

Issued 

Year 
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Year 

Amount 

HOOPESTON  D.D. 

1910 

$  19,391 

1930-34 

:  6,ioo 

HUNT  D.  8c  LEVEE  D. 

1880 

$  64,911 

$  55,000 

County:  Vermilion 

1911 

53,050 

1935-39 

4,575 

County:  Hancock 

1887 

74,998 

65,000 

Org:  1910 

1914 

6,900 

Org :  1879 

1888 

20,000 

Acres:  6,863 

1925 

40,188 

$  9,440 

Acres:  14,900 

1903 

8,500 

258  111.319 

1928 

58,048 

23,185 

Pumping  Plant 

1905 

9,340 

317  111.292 

1910 

4,620 

283  111.105 

1926 

626,267 

610,000 

178  111.254 

HOPE  TWP .  D.D. 

169  111.545 

County:  La  Salle 

161  111.621 

Org:  1921 

155  111.585 

Acres:  4700 

135  111.51 

318  111.204 

134  111.360 

134  111.317 

HOPKINS  D.D. 

1905 

27,639 

24,500 

1920-24 

1,600 

County:  Kankakee 

1920 

23,809 

1925-29 

2,600 

HUNTER  D.D. 

Org:  1896 

1922 

16,397 

1930-34 

3,000 

County:  Boone 

Acres:  11,829 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  720 

HOPKINS  D.D.  // 2 

1922 

14,000 

County:  Whiteside 

1927 

1,176 

HURD  LAKE  SP.  D.D. 

1895 

16,550 

Org:  1921 

1929 

1,176 

County:  Mason 

1900 

1,000 

Acres:  1,395 

Org:  1893 

1901 

1,000 

Acres:  3,200 

1931 

22,500 

21,000 

HORSE  PRAIRIE  D.D. 

County:  Randolph 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D. 

1895 

15,000 

1895-99 

i  1,100 

Org: 

County:  Macon 

1896 

200 

1900-04 

1,800 

Acres:  400 

Org:  1894 

1925 

88,858 

35,000 

1905-09 

4,100 

Acres:  27,202 

1910-14 

1,200 

268  111.470 

1915-19 

2,000 

1920-24 

5,000 

HOSTETLER  D.D. 

1925-29 

2,000 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  1,240 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1921 

14,495 

1900-04 

650 

County:  Macon 

1905-09 

465 

Org:  1901 

1910-14 

400 

HUDELLESON-MEINERS  D.D. 

Acres:  1,280 

1915-19 

100 

County:  Macoupin 

1920-24 

300 

Org: 

Acres:  700 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #2 

1906 

800 

1905-09 

3,275 

County:  Macon 

1926 

1,200 

1910-14 

450 

HUFF  D.D. 

1925 

14,173 

1935-39 

1,565 

Org:  1902 

1930 

11,089 

1915-19 

800 

County:  Douglas 

Acres:  1,930 

1920-24 

400 

Org:  1925 

1925-29 

840 

Acres:  1,093 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #3 

1907 

3,900 

1905-09 

300 

HUGHS  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1929 

9,644 

County:  Macon 

1923 

22,585 

1910-14 

200 

County:  Edgar 

1930 

1,750 

Org:  1902 

1915-19 

200 

Org:  1905 

Acres:  2,361 

1920-24 

1,800 

Acres:  2,718 

1925-29 

4^500 

1930-34 

1,000 

HUMBOLDT  D.D.  #1 

County:  Coles 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #4 

1936 

1,250 

1920-24 

400 

Org: 

County:  Macon 

Acres:  1,640 

Org:  1902 

Acres:  989 

HUMBOIDT  D.D.  #4 

County:  Coles 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #5 

1903 

2,500 

1905-09 

800 

Org: 

County:  Macon 

1927 

1,737 

1910-14 

400 

Acres;  2,510 

Org:  1902 

1915-19 

100 

Acres:  6,366 

1920-24 

200 

1925-29 

521 

HUMBOLDT  TWP.  D.D.  #5 

1919 

11,000 

1920-24 

1,500 

County:  Coles 

1920 

10,000 

Org:  1919 

1926 

2,500 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1903 

12,000 

1905-09 

5,300 

Acres:  4,758 

1928 

21,131 

of  Sub  #5 

1923 

14,100 

1910-14 

l'700 

1936 

1,300 

County:  Macon 

1927 

4,537 

1915-19 

1,075 

Org:  1902 

1920-24 

200 

Aores:  3,745 

1925-29 

1,410 

HUME  D.D.  #4 

1917 

11,900 

1930-34 

453 

County:  Whiteside 

1920 

2,145 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  739 

ILLINI  SF.  D.D.  Sub  #2 

1903 

11,000 

1905-09 

100 

of  Sub  #5 

1927 

6,125 

1910-14 

1,000 

County:  Macon 

1915-19 

1,200 

HUMMRICK  D.D. 

Org:  1902 

1920-24 

100 

County:  Vermilion 

Org: 

Acres:  2,040 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #6 

1920 

8,358 

1920-24 

200 

County:  Macon 

1921 

1,708 

1925-29 

853 

Org:  1902 

Acres:  685 

100 


TABLE  I— INVENTORY  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS— continued 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

LEV JR D 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Year 

Amount 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  ,f7 

1913 

$  11,977 

1925-29 

$  475 

IRISH  FLATS  SP.  D.D. 

1905 

$  25,000 

1905-09 

$  2,000 

County:  Macon 

1916 

2,500 

1930-34 

475 

County:  Montgomery 

1915-19 

1,008 

Org:  1902 

1935-39 

475 

Org:  1905 

1925-29 

3,628 

Acres:  530 

Acres:  4,428 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #8 

1926 

9,888 

1920-24 

800 

IROQUOIS  D.D.  #1 

1882 

1,200 

1900-04 

150 

County:  Macon 

1925-29 

2,996 

County:  Iroquois 

1903 

2,591 

1920-24 

462 

Org:  1922 

1930-34 

998 

Org:  1895 

1923 

21,188 

1925-29 

2,310 

Acres:  2,229 

Acres:  2,341 

1925 

23,061 

1930-34 

2,310 

1935-39 

1,617 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #9 

1926 

7,456 

1920-24 

2,800 

County:  Macon 

1925-29 

372 

IROQUOIS  TWP.  D.D.  //4 

1911 

3,500 

Org:  1922 

1930-34 

745 

County:  Iroquois 

1912 

196 

Acres:  7,037 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  784 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1926 

8,130 

1925-29 

3,252 

of  Sub  #9 

1930-34 

1,083 

IROQUOIS  COUNTY 

County:  Macon 

1935-39 

1,626 

Swamp  Land  Drainage 

Org :  1922 

See  Laws  of  1855,  p.  624. 

Acres:  3,579 

Private  taws  1857,  p.  925. 

ILLINI  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #2 

1927 

10,829 

IROQUOIS  &  VERMILION  D.D. 

1925 

54,000 

1925-29 

4,500 

of  Sub  //9 

County:  Iroquois 

1930-34 

4,500 

County:  Macon 

Org:  1925 

1935-39 

3,600 

Org:  1922 

Acres:  2,700 

Acres:  2,748 

JACKSON  COUNTY 

ILLINOIS  BOTTOM  LEVEE  COMPANY 

Citizens  living  in 

Greene  County 

Mississippi  Bottoms 

See  Laws  of  1869 

See  Laws  of  1844-45, 

p.  324,  355. 

ILLIOPOLIS  TWP .  D.D.  #1 

1928 

15,990 

County:  Sangamon 

JAMAICA  SP.  D.D. 

1905 

20,767 

Org:  1927 

County:  Vermilion 

1914 

3,524 

Acres:  1,376 

Org:  1903 

1926 

1,488 

Acres:  4,526 

1927 

18,128 

$  7,690 

1929 

1,500 

ILLIOPOLIS  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1912 

9,008 

County:  Sangamon 

Org:  1912 

JAMESBURG  SP.  D.D. 

1915 

47,698 

Acres:  881 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1914 

Acres:  4,207 

204  111.106 

1918 

2,883 

INDIAN  CREEK  D.  &  L.  DIST. 

1922 

35,794 

1925-29 

1,457 

County:  Morgan 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  5,520 

1932 

10,000 

JERSEY  D.D. 

1925 

4,900 

295  111.339 

County:  Champaign 

284  111.458 

Org:  1925 

Acres:  757 

INDIAN  CREEK  SPECIAL  #2 

1920 

173,380 

$  23,450 

1920-24 

1,650 

County:  Cass 

1922 

35,795 

3,000 

JOBS  CREEK  D.D. 

1899 

7,558 

1900-04 

250 

Org:  1917 

County:  Cass 

1913 

350 

1905-09 

250 

Acres:  4,464 

Org:  1899 

Acres:  1,160 

1928 

7,100 

1925-29 

900 

185  111.257 

INDIAN  GRAVE  D.D. 

1880 

97,957 

105,000 

1880-84 

25,000 

County:  Adams 

1881 

189,961 

1885-89 

25,000 

Org:  1880 

1906 

5,000 

1890-94 

25,000 

JOE  BENES  D.D. 

1917 

4,800 

1925-29 

352 

Acres:  17,995 

1912 

5,300 

1895-99 

25,000 

County:  Kankakee 

1929 

1,155 

1930-34 

352 

Pumping  Plant 

1916 

322,662 

289,200 

1900-04 

25,500 

Org:  1913 

1932 

2,565 

164  111.412 

1918 

175,000 

114,000 

1905-09 

27,200 

Acres:  2,535 

1935 

6,380 

158  111.52 

1919 

87,212 

1910-14 

25,000 

1927 

29,933 

1915-19 

49,000 

1930 

224,764 

169,000 

1920-24 

65,000 

1937 

148, 5001 

1925-29 

52,000 

JOHNATHAN  CREEK  D.D.  #2 

1930-34 

58,000 

County:  Moultrie 

1935-39 

26,000 

Org: 

Acres:  520 

User 

INLET  SWAMP  D.D. 

1887 

67,000 

1915-19 

3,500 

County:  Lee 

1889 

17,000 

1925-29 

7,000 

Org:  1887 

1891 

2,800 

1930-34 

29 

JOHNATHON  CREEK  D.D.  #4 

Acres:  33,768 

1895 

9,000 

County:  Moultrie 

Tile 

1897 

55,000 

Org: 

291  111.459 

1900 

15,000 

Acres:  2,510 

286  111.558 

1904 

16,900 

284  111.180 

1911 

381,073 

280  111.366 

1915 

89,981 

274  111.77 

1918 

32,875 

JOHN  BALL  MUTUAL  D.D. 

272  111.551 

1930 

28,143 

18,500 

County:  Macoupin 

257  111.214 

Org: 

208  111.391 

141  111.540 

Acres:  385 

xRe funding  issue 
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ANNUAL 
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BENEFITS 
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JOHNSON  D.D. 

1925 

$  88,376 

$  32,305 

1925-29 

5  2,000 

KASKASKIA  ISLAND  D.  & 

L.D. 

1917 

$165,000 

$148,500 

County:  Vermilion 

1930-34 

4,000 

County:  Randolph 

Org:  1925 

1935-39 

2,250 

Org:  1916 

Acres:  5,000 

Acres:  9,362 

549  111.633 

Tile 

315  111.271 

273  111.68 

265  111.388 

JOHNSON  CREEK  D.D.  #1 

1920 

9,226 

1920-24 

2,500 

15,000* 

County:  Whiteside 

1922 

4,050 

1925-29 

3,000 

Org:  1919 

1927 

8,000 

1930-34 

750 

Acres:  1,325 

1929 

2,000 

1935-39 

750 

Pumping  Plant 

1938 

8,200 

KASKASKIA  NAVIGATION 

COMPANY 

See  Laws  of  1840-41, 

p.  216 

JOHNSON  CREEK  D.  &  L.  DIST. 

1906 

20,425 

1910-14 

1,483 

County:  Whiteside 

1910 

2,498 

1915-19 

2,750 

REACH  D.  &  LEVEE  D. 

1904 

165,000 

159,000 

1905-09 

$  5,904 

Org:  1905 

1911 

3,279 

1920-24 

500 

(bounty:  Greene 

1907 

27,500 

25,000 

1910-14 

6,563 

Acres:  3,448 

1913 

13,876 

1925-29 

2,500 

Org:  1904 

1922 

108,576 

107,500 

1915-19 

6,563 

275  Ill. 191 

1914 

3,997 

1930-34 

1,500 

Acres:  10,500 

1924 

27,000 

26,900 

1920-24 

1,314 

1918 

2,500 

1935-39 

500 

Pumping  Plant 

1925 

9,003 

9,000 

1925-29 

5,950 

1920 

5,000 

1928 

10,500 

10,500 

1930-34 

5,157 

1925 

4,000 

1935-39 

3,570 

1928 

14,640 

1931 

2,000 

1936 

3,000 

1937 

2,500 

KEENAN-NICHOLS  MUTUAL 

County:  McLean 

Org: 

Acres:  2190 

JOLIET  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

County:  Will 

Org: 

Acres : 

KEITHS BURG  D.D. 

1910 

47,189 

41,000 

1925-29 

14,591 

County:  Mercer 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  1,297 

JONES  POND  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1898 

9,100 

1900-04 

2,000 

Pumping  Plant 

County:  Jackson 

1912 

18,632 

1905-09 

2,320 

Org:  1898 

1928 

17,832 

1910-14 

1,250 

Acres:  2,060 

1915-19 

600 

1920-24 

500 

KELLY  LAKE  D.  &  L.  DIST. 

1917 

65,115 

45,000 

1920-24 

2,300 

1930-34 

500 

County:  Schuyler 

1918 

15,838 

14,000 

1925-29 

9,900 

1935-39 

150 

Org:  1915 

1920 

27,432 

24,300 

1930-34 

8,550 

Acres :  990 

1923 

31,300 

15,2793 

26,000 

1935-39 

6,000 

Pumping  Plant 

1930 

14, 300 2 

1935 

30,500J 

JORDAN  SP.  D.D. 

1907 

37,504 

County:  Vermilion 

1908 

3,733 

Org:  1906 

1915 

3,299 

KEMP  D.D. 

1927 

27,525 

Acres:  8,367 

1923 

1,572 

County:  Douglas 

1930 

2,578 

Org:  1927 

Acres:  5,350 

KANE  !c  MC  HENRY  COUNTIES 

Drainage  Law 

KERR  &  COMPROMISE 

1913 

15,796 

See  Private  Laws  1865.  Vol. 
Public  Laws  1867.  p.  92 

1,  p. 

555 

MUTUAL  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Public  Laws  1869.  p.  167 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  1,890 

KANEVILLE  D.D.  #1 

County:  Kane 

KERTON  VALLEY  D.  &  L. 

D. 

1919 

43,108 

1920-2* 

13,926 

Org: 

County:  Fulton 

1922 

20,843 

1925-29 

17,407 

Acres:  1400 

Org:  1918 

1930-34 

17,407 

Acres:  1,693 

1935-39 

13,926 

KANKAKEE  D.D. 

1885 

40,000 

1900-04 

125 

County:  Champaign 

1896 

1,500 

1905-09 

6,975 

KICKAPOO  D.D. 

1905 

50,525 

1915-19 

1,300 

Org:  1883 

1908 

25,625 

1910-14 

1,513 

County:  Coles 

1906 

1,270 

1920-24 

1,132 

Acres:  11,731 

130  111.261 

1909 

4,042 

1925-29 

3,150 

Org:  1905 

1928 

35,810 

20,700 

1925-29 

2,500 

1911 

1,880 

1930-34 

207 

Acres:  2620 

1929 

12,025 

5,500 

1929 

4,042 

284  111.393 

KANSAS  D.D.  #2 

1909 

11,243 

1925-29 

1,000 

KICKAPOO  D.D. 

County:  Edgar 

1911 

787 

County:  McLean 

Org :  1909 

1915 

4,300 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  1,369 

Acres:  3,400 

255  111.504 

244  111.577 

KANSAS  D.D.  #3 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1919 

KLLBUCK  MUTUAL  D.D. 

Acres:  1,840 

County:  Ogle 

Org: 

Acres:  1920 

KASKASKIA  D.D. 

1888 

5,867 

1905-09 

4,000 

County:  Champaign 

1893 

26,920 

1915-19 

500 

Org:  1888 

1894 

4,590 

KING  D.D.  #1 

Acres:  12,828 

1895 

225 

County:  Christian 

132  111.427 

1897 

550 

Org: 

1899 

2,931 

Acres:  1040 

1902 

1,500 

1903 

1,800 

1909 

250 

1910 

150 

KING  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1929 

35,000 

1915 

1,500 

County:  Christian 

1922 

6,500 

Org:  1929 

1931 

680 

Acres:  1912 

1936 

524 

“Reported  in  lump  sum. 
Refunding  issue. 


^Extension  assessment 


102 


TABLE  I— INVENTORY  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS— continued 


DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

VIED 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Year 

Amount 

KISER  CREEK  D.D.  -  Sub 

1915 

$  88,644 

$  60,000 

1915-19 

$  14,885 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #2 

1886 

$  200 

1915-19 

#  1,800 

County:  Pike 

1928 

34,751 

23,300 

1920-24 

14,885 

County:  Platt 

1887 

643 

Org:  1915 

1925-29 

14,885 

Org:  1883 

Acres:  9,888 

1930-34 

14,885 

Acres:  260 

276  Ill. 230 

1935-39 

5,934 

266  111.126 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #3 

1886 

1,500 

1905-09 

2,350 

County:  Platt 

1887 

1,130 

1920-24 

600 

KISHWAUEEt  D.D. 

1910 

20,000 

1915-19 

500 

Org:  1883 

1888 

1,057 

1925-29 

500 

County:  McHenry 

1920-24 

500 

Acres:  1,700 

1889 

1,500 

1930-34 

700 

Org:  1910 

1925-29 

500 

1897 

500 

1935-39 

50  0 

Acres:  2,385 

1930-34 

500 

1901 

250 

1935-39 

3,750 

1912 

10,000 

KISHWAUKEE  D.D. 

1923 

21,000 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #4 

1886 

1,500 

1900-04 

400 

County:  Ogle 

County:  Platt 

1887 

1,433 

1905-09 

400 

Org:  1904 

Org:  1883 

1888 

513 

1910-14 

525 

Acres:  3,920 

Acres:  1,578 

1897 

350 

1915-19 

650 

1927 

816 

1925-29 

800 

1931 

106 

1930-34 

100 

1934 

2,619 

KISHWAUKEE  SP.  D.D. 

1908 

30,000 

1920-24 

1,453 

County:  DeKalb 

1923 

18,000 

16,200 

1930-34 

500 

Org:  1906 

Acres:  3,840 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #5 

1887 

3,950 

1905-09 

2,000 

County:  Platt 

1888 

387 

1910-14 

1,531 

Org:  1883 

1889 

1,700 

1915-19 

300 

Acres:  1,930 

1891 

200 

1920-24 

400 

KRUOO  D.D. 

1936 

4,000 

1893 

400 

1925-29 

1,440 

County:  Vermilion 

1897 

350 

1930-34 

850 

Org:  1936 

1900 

350 

1935-39 

500 

Acres:  452 

1901 

200 

1905 

1,500 

1908 

1,100 

1925 

12,364 

KUMLER  D.D. 

1928 

950 

County:  McLean 

1929 

514 

Org: 

1930 

393 

Acres:  1,690 

1934 

514 

KITE  RIVER  D.D. 

1915 

39,798 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #7 

1666 

800 

1900-04 

500 

County:  Ogle 

1919 

29,505 

County:  Platt 

1887 

1,200 

1905-09 

1,850 

Org:  1912 

1924 

15,697 

Org:  1883 

1889 

300 

1910-14 

500 

Acres:  4,294 

1927 

19,000 

13,800 

Acres:  1,108 

1892 

200 

1915-19 

150 

1932 

8,000 

5,925 

1929 

107 

1920-24 

300 

1933 

301 

1925-29 

100 

1930-34 

900 

LACEY  D.  &  L.  D. 

1911 

106,000 

85,000 

County:  Pulton 

1925 

107,712 

1925-29 

23,904 

Org:  1905 

1930 

36,653 

1930-34 

11,952 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #10 

1886 

2,000 

1905-09 

14,000 

Acres:  2,995 

County:  Platt 

1887 

14,000 

1910-14 

12,351 

215  111.271 

Org:  1883 

1888 

1,614 

1915-19 

7,000 

Acres:  4,918 

1889 

1,300 

1920-24 

4,563 

1891 

3,000 

1925-29 

7,300 

1893 

2,000 

1930-34 

2,050 

LAFAYETTE  D.D.  #1 

1897 

500 

1935-39 

1,100 

County:  Coles 

1901 

350 

Org: 

1904 

1,000 

Acres:  1,080 

1925 

4,088 

1927 

820 

1929 

1,527 

1930 

823 

LAHOOUE  D.D. 

1905 

27,700 

1933 

1,057 

County:  Iroquois 

1929 

35,402 

Org:  1892 

Acres:  12,300 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #15 

1887 

30,000 

1900-04 

500 

County:  Platt 

1888 

10,667 

1905-09 

5,500 

Org:  1883 

1889 

1,500 

1910-14 

700 

LAKE  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  COMMISSION 

Acres:  7,957 

1891 

2,500 

1915-19 

2,000 

See  Laws  of  1855,  p.  635 

1892 

1,800 

1920-24 

5,942 

1893 

600 

1925-29 

4,000 

Also  Cook  County  Drainage  Comn. 

1897 

200 

1930-34 

1,100 

Private  Laws  1863,  p.  187 

1900 

300 

1935-39 

3,200 

1902 

600 

1921 

56,681 

1928 

4,310 

LAKE  PORK  D.D. 

1886 

25,083 

1900-04 

35,000 

1930 

1,223 

County:  Platt 

1888 

14,524 

1905-09 

7,000 

1935 

1,541 

Org:  1883 

1890 

8,000 

1910-14 

5,500 

Acres:  41,846 

1895 

4,000 

1915-19 

13,000 

246  111.388 

1897 

530 

1920-24 

9,000 

231  111.435 

1899 

200 

1925-29 

19,000 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #16 

1886 

400 

1905-09 

400 

194  111.16 

1902 

2,500 

1930-34 

12,000 

County:  Platt 

1888 

200 

1910-14 

95 

130  111.261 

1904 

2,500 

1935-39 

6,000 

Org:  1883 

1903 

500 

1925-29 

1,384 

138  111.87 

1909 

65,124 

Acres:  305 

1904 

225 

132  111.439 

1925 

6,321 

1927 

119 

130  111.608 

1927 

6,298 

1929 

1,290 

1929 

7,287 

1931 

6,280 

1934 

6,354 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #18 

1886 

400 

1910-14 

275 

County:  Platt 

1889 

854 

1925-29 

50 

Org:  1883 

1896 

150 

1930-34 

75 

LAKE  PORK  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1886 

1,500 

1905-09 

1,200 

Acres :  320 

County:  Platt 

1919 

28,706 

1915-19 

350 

Org:  1883 

1930-34 

300 

Acres:  2,206 

1935-39 

300 
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LAKE  PORK  D.D.  Sub  #19 

1887 

S  4,700 

1900-04 

$  1,500 

LAWLER  D.D. 

1920 

$  14,825 

$  11,950 

County:  Platt 

1888 

1,502 

1905-09 

3,200 

County:  Gallatin 

Org:  1883 

1892 

1,000 

1910-14 

500 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  4,253 

1893 

11,581 

1915-19 

900 

Acres:  1,805 

1895 

3,000 

1920-24 

6,500 

1897 

1,500 

1925-29 

3,200 

1898 

1,000 

1930-34 

2,700 

1901 

400 

1935-39 

1,200 

LAWNDALE  &  CROPSEY  D.D. 

1909 

56,300 

1919 

30,242 

County:  McLean 

1925 

2,261 

r'rg:  1908 

1926 

536 

Acres:  20,912 

1928 

536 

Tile 

1931 

1,241 

1934 

1,344 

LAWNDALE  &  CROPSEY  D.D. 

1912 

11,316 

Sub  #1 

LAKE  PORK  D.D.  Sub  #21 

1887 

4,800 

1905-09 

4,000 

County:  McLean 

County:  Platt 

1888 

4,029 

1910-14 

7,332 

Org:  1912 

Org:  1883 

1891 

11,937 

1915-19 

2,000 

Aores:  1,639 

Acres:  4,696 

1893 

2,088 

1920-24 

800 

1897 

2,200 

1925-29 

500 

1901 

300 

1930-34 

1,500 

1902 

400 

LAWNDALE  &  CROPSEY  D.D. 

1916 

3,638 

1904 

500 

Sub  #2 

1905 

500 

County:  McLean 

1907 

10,000 

Org:  1915 

1926 

545 

Acres:  800 

1930 

435 

1933 

761 

1936 

1,172 

LAWNDALE  A  CROPSEY  D.D. 

1928 

11,350 

Sub  #3 

County:  McLean 

LAKE  PORK  D.D.  Sub  #27 

1887 

5,200 

1905-09 

1,700 

Org:  1927 

County:  Platt 

1888 

6,519 

1910-14 

1,500 

Acres:  1,308 

Org!  1883 

1891 

4,000 

1915-19 

3,000 

Acres;  2,463 

1905 

6,000 

1920-24 

1,500 

1910 

7,613 

1925-29 

500 

1929 

531 

1930-34 

800 

LAWNDALE  &  CROPSEY  D.D. 

1928 

7,976 

1930 

314 

1935-39 

500 

Sub  #4 

1933 

531 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1927 

Acres:  810 

LAKE  PORK  D.D.  Sub  #31 

1888 

10,000 

1905-09 

2,100 

County:  Platt 

1889 

8,000 

1910-14 

12,149 

Org:  1883 

1890 

7,255 

1915-19 

1,000 

LAWNDALE  &  CROPSEY  D.D. 

1927 

6,474 

Acres:  5,159 

1893 

540 

1920-24 

5,000 

Sub  #5 

1897 

700 

1925-29 

2,500 

County:  McLean 

1900 

1,000 

1930-34 

1,900 

Org:  1927 

1902 

800 

1935-39 

1,500 

Acres:  578 

1909 

11,000 

1925 

1,824 

1927 

729 

1930 

912 

LAWRENCE  COUNTY 

1933 

1,091 

Swamp  Land  Drainage 

See  Lairs  of  1849. 
p.  154. 

LAKE  PORK  D.D.  Sub  #32 

1892 

500 

1905-09 

60 

County:  Platt 

Org:  1883 

LEE  COUNTY 

Acres:  133 

Swamp  Lands 

See  Private  Laws  of 

16577  P.  1546 - 

LAKE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #33 

1910 

5,739 

1910-14 

450 

County:  Platt 

1926 

130 

1920-24 

300 

Org:  1883 

1929 

330 

1925-29 

450 

LEECH  tc  GROVER  D.D. 

1908 

3,270 

1925-29 

Acres:  769 

County:  Wayne 

1911 

4,773 

Org :  1906 

1912 

4,360 

LAKE  FORK  SP.  D.D. 

Acres:  4,520 

1920 

1928 

11,700 

4,000 

1,678 

1891 

27,777 

$  21,500 

1890-94 

800 

County:  Logan 

1893 

71,290 

1900-04 

500 

Org:  1890 

1906 

70,000 

54,000 

1905-09 

1,213 

Acres:  6,500 

1927 

191,907 

141,900 

1910-14 

2,475 

LEONARD,  SAMUEL 

352  111.378 

1915-19 

3*000 

Contract  for  levee  In 

292  111.340 

1920-24 

3^000 

Adams,  Pike,  &  Calhoun 

Counties . 

See  Public  Laws  of  1857. 

LAKE  VILLA  D.D.  #1 

p.  256.  Also  see  Sny 

Island  Levee  Drainage 

County:  Lake 

District. 

Org: 

Acres:  960 

B.M.  LEWIS  D.D. 

1887 

4,000 

LAKE  VILLA  DR.  D.  #2 

County:  Kankakee 

1913 

30,774 

Org:  1887 

County:  Lake 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  667 

Acres:  400 

LIMA  LAKE  D.D.  &  ANNEX 

1885 

70,058 

59,000 

1885-89 

10,000 

LA  MOTTE  &  MONTGOMERY  D.D. 
County:  Crawford 

1903 

1907 

9,000 

4,000 

5,000 

1905-09 

1935-39 

200 

1,334 

County:  Adams 

Org :  1885 

Acres:  10,690 

1892 

1908 

1910 

55,569 

6,000 

202,848 

45,000 

1890-94 

1895-99 

14 '974 
16,162 
15,419 
15,730 

Org:  1903 

Acres:  2,684 

1922 

26,674 

Pumping  Plant 

1913 

16,000 

1905-09 

1919 

41,978 

30,000 

1910-14 

14,504 

1920 

11,543 

1915-19 

12,800 

1926 

587,541 

502,000 

1920-24 

12,800 

LANGELLIER  D.  A  L.  D. 

County:  Pulton 

Org:  1923 

1924 

1929 

34,120 

49,441 

30,000 

44,497 

1925-29 

1930-34 

10,155 

19,776 

1938 

218, OOO1 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

69'520 

83,700 

70,220 

Acres:  2,042 

Tile 

Refunding  Issue 
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ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

LINCOLN -LAN SING  D.D. 

1926 

$138,599 

$100,000 

1925-29 

$  16,000 

County:  Cook 

Org:  1924 

Acres:  8,197 

264  111.41 

LITTLE  BEAVER  SP.  D.D. 

1897 

33,302 

30,000 

1900-04 

3,250 

1899 

15,000 

13,500 

1905-09 

3,250 

Org:  1897 

1914 

78,200 

55,000 

1910-14 

2,600 

Acres:  10,811 

1926 

2,772 

1915-19 

12,500 

270  111.582 

1920-24 

9,000 

1925-29 

4,500 

1930-34 

1,000 

LITTLE  CREEK  D.&  L. 

County:  Brown 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  1,950 

LITTLE  LYMAN  D.D. 

1903 

3,000 

County:  Ford 

Org :  1902 

Acres:  720 

LITTLE  SALINE  D.D.  #1 

1922 

9,000 

County:  Saline 

Org:  1920 

Acre 8 :  720 

LITTIZ  VERMILION  D.D. 

1894 

21,380 

1905-09 

1,500 

County:  Champaign 

1896 

7,700 

1910-14 

27,054 

Org :  1894 

1901 

9,826 

1915-19 

2,443 

Acres:  18,897 

1908 

12,900 

1920-24 

432 

254  111.543 

1909 

9,088 

1925-29 

2,711 

1912 

11,458 

1930-34 

3,622 

1914 

2,695 

1935-39 

3,626 

1915 

4,886 

1923 

8,895 

1928 

4,233 

1929 

2,817 

LITTLE  WABASH  D.D. 

1900 

8,000 

1900-04 

350 

County:  Coles 

1909 

11,038 

1905-09 

750 

Org :  1900 

1912 

1,800 

1910-14 

1,068 

Acres:  2,780 

1920 

38,898 

1920-24 

1,000 

1927 

9,650 

1925-29 

500 

1929 

25,359 

14,400 

1930-34 

2,500 

LITTIZ  WABASH  RIVER  D.D. 

County:  Wayne 

Org :  1917 

Acres: 

287  ni.94 

Dissolved 

LITTLE  WABASH  &  BIO 

1911 

35,640 

22,700 

1915-19 

3,050 

KUDDY  D.D. 

1920-24 

1,560 

County i  Clay 

Org)  1910 

Acre. :  6,072 

1935-39 

607 

LIVERPOOL  D.&  L.  D. 

1920 

178,056 

133,000 

1920-24 

14,850 

County:  Fulton 

1924 

70,804 

63,724 

1925-29 

28,022 

Org :  1915 

1930 

24,000 

158, 7241 

1930-34 

33,872 

Acreo:  3,115 

1937 

45.0491 

1935-39 

27,097 

LLOYI>-IZMON  MUTUAL  D.D. 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  750 

LOCUST,  PANA  &  ASSUMPTION  MI 

JTUAL  E 

.D. 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  750 

LOU\  4  ARTESIA  D.D.  #1 

1910 

99,992 

County:  Iroquois 

Org :  1910 

Acre si  1,571 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

LONG  BRANCH  D.D. 

County:  Mason 

Org:  1880 

Acres:  6,600 

1880 

1893 

1916 

1917 
1929 

$  11,388 

29,000 

26,200 

5,240 

82,917 

$  31,600 

LONO  ISLAND  D.&  L. 

County:  Adams 

Org:  1923 

Acres:  5,000 

LONG  LAKE  D.&  L*D. 

County:  Madison 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  3,500 

308  111.428 

283  111.69 

76,670* 

LONO  POINT  D.D.  #1 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  4,500 

LONG  POINT  D.D.  #2 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  1,000 

0 

LONG  POINT  D.D.  #3 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  1,280 

LONG  POINT  D.D.  #4 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  4,500 

LONG  POINT  SLOUGH  D.D. 

County :  Champaign 

Org:  1899 

Acres :  5,470 

1899 

1900 

1901 
1904 
1910 
1925 

11,000 

6,800 

2,000 

2,500 

1,000 

8,505 

LORENZO  D.D. 

County:  Will 

Org:  1922 

Acres:  1,411 

1922 

20,263 

LOST  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  White 

Org :  1914 

Acres:  4,744 

277  Ill. 156 

1914 

36,089 

LOST  CREEK  D.&  L.  DIST. 
County:  Cass 

Org:  1904 

Acres:  1,145 

1905 

1916 

1920 

1921 
1924 

8,950 

11,540 

93,496 

15,332 

11,087 

81,000 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

$  1,500 

1,500 
1,500 
12,500 
12,500 
12,500 
5,000 

LOTUS  SPECIAL  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1907 

Acres:  12,059 

242  111.461 

1908 

1910 

1911 

1912 

1913 

1927 

1928 

135,600 

2,175 

7,211 

300 

2,000 

2,500 

2,675 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1926-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

8,450 

1,000 

2,300 

7,850 

1,125 

350 

LOVINOTON  D.D. 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  1,240 

LOVINOTON  D.D.  #1 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  1,440 

'Refunding  Issue 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Bonds 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

DOVINOTON  D.D.  #2 

1935 

$  3,282 

LYMAN  &  WALL  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1900 

5  9,637 

1925-29 

5  3,000 

County:  Moultrie 

County:  Ford 

Org: 

Org:  1898 

Acres:  791 

Acres:  1,928 

L0VIN0T0N  D.D.  #3 

1931 

2,973 

LYMAN  &  WALL  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1901 

1,460 

County:  Moultrie 

5  Sub  Dlsts. (Comb. ) 

1902 

2,685 

Org: 

County:  Ford 

1905 

2,725 

Acres:  1,470 

Org:  1901 

Acres:  2,740 

LOWE  TWP.  D.D.  //I 

1929 

1,700 

County:  Moultrie 

LYNCHBURG  &  SANGAMON 

1901 

11,324 

1915-19 

6,600 

Org: 

BOTTOMS  D.D. 

1902 

1,508 

1920-24 

10,560 

Acres:  1,747 

County:  Mason 

1911 

16,000 

1925-29 

5,280 

Org:  1901 

1914 

25,807 

Acres:  2,600 

Pumping  Plant 

1922 

65,901 

LOWE  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1927 

5,000 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  2,936 

LYNDON  D.D.  it 2 

1921 

500 

County:  Whiteside 

1922 

13,000 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  1,177 

1928 

750 

LOWE  TWP.  D.D.  //4 

1934 

1,513 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  2,951 

MACKINAW  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  5,460 

LOWE  TWP.  D.D.  #5 

1927 

2,000 

325  111.400 

County:  Moultrie 

1935 

2,500 

314  111.256 

Org: 

285  111.533 

Acres:  5,834 

265  111.354 

LOWE  TWP.  D.D.  #7 

1934 

1,102 

MACKINAW  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1926 

11,957 

County:  Moultrie 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1909 

Org:  1925 

Acres:  2,219 

Acres:  5,460 

User 

247  111.591 

MACKINAW  D.D.  Sub  #2 

1928 

12,374 

County:  McLean 

LOWER  GREEN  RIVER  SP.  D.D. 

1917 

90,000 

•  f  38,000 

1915-19 

8  8,172 

Org:  1928 

County:  Henry 

1922 

9,512 

4,800 

1920-24 

9,801 

Acres: 

Org:  1916 

1925-29 

7,513 

Acres:  3,479 

1930-34 

6,515 

1935-39 

3,600 

MACKINAW  D.D.  Sub  #3 

1928 

26,395 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1928 

LOWER  INDIAN  CREEK  D.D. 

1917 

1,815 

Acres: 

County:  Cass 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  850 

343  111.49 

MACKINAW  D.D.  Sub  #4 

1928 

2,933 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1928 

Acres:  420 

LOWER  SALT  CREEK  D.D. 

1929 

250,693 

193,000 

County:  Logan 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  10,900 

MACOUPIN  CREEK  D.D. 

316  111.345 

County:  Macoupin 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  14,370 

LOWER  SALT  PORK  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

MADISON  COUNTY 

Acres : 

Dissolved 

273  111.630 

257  111.52 

Citizens  living  In 
Mississippi  Bottoms 

See  Laws  of  1844-45, 

p.  324,  353. 

LOXA  D.D. 

1908 

14,745 

1905-09 

25 

MAINE  D.D. 

County:  Coles 

1925-29 

375 

County:  Cook 

Org :  1908 

Org: 

Acres:  1,258 

Acres:  1,620 

LYMAN  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1899 

10,214 

MAJORS  D.D. 

1912 

4,429 

1910-14 

150 

County:  Ford 

1916 

18,472 

County:  Coles 

1913 

673 

Org :  1899 

Org:  1911 

1914 

1,281 

Acres:  4,904 

Acres:  1,260 

1930 

4,875 

LIMAN  D.D.  #1 

1900 

5,360 

1905-09 

670 

MALTA  D.D.  #1 

10  Sub  Dlsts. (Comb. ) 

1901 

510 

1910-14 

550 

County:  De  Kalb 

County :  Ford 

1902 

1,460 

Org: 

Org:  1900 

1903 

1,490 

Acres:  800 

Acres:  5,496 

1907 

1,140 

1928 

2,795 
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MANLIUS  TWP .  D.D.  #1 

1893 

§  400 

MAROA  D.D.  #3 

1906 

$  11,797 

County:  Bureau 

1915 

2,700 

County:  Macon 

1920 

162 

Org:  1809 

1921 

22,000 

Org :  1906 

1928 

300 

Acres:  2,680 

1922 

6,000 

Acres:  2,925 

1931 

700 

1936 

3,000 

1938 

2,000 

MAROA  D.D.  #4 

1915 

5,036 

Comity:  Macon 

1928 

1,350 

Org:  1914 

1936 

400 

MANLIUS  TWP .  D.D.  #4 

1899 

4,500 

Acres:  2,380 

County:  Bureau 

1913 

4,200 

Org:  1899 

1923 

1,900 

Acres:  1,000 

1931 

500 

1936 

450 

MAROA  D.D.  #5  -  TWP. 

1923 

46,460 

County:  Macon 

Org:  1919 

Acres:  3,310 

MANLIUS  TWP.  D.D.  #5 

1912 

603 

304  111.310 

County:  Bureau 

1918 

6,000 

Org:  1900 

1919 

2,500 

Acres:  1,868 

1921 

20,000 

1932 

700 

MARSH  CREEK  D.  &  L 

D.D. 

1909 

2,900 

1920-24 

$  192 

1935 

6,000 

County:  Jasper 

1920 

2,000 

1925-29 

80 

1938 

4,000 

Org:  1909 

1927 

6,600 

1930-34 

400 

1939 

2,000 

Acres:  480 

1935-39 

320 

MANLIUS  D.D.  #6 

1915 

10,760 

1920-24 

$  800 

MARTIN  TWP.  D.D. 

1928 

14,000 

County:  Bureau 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1915 

Org:  1928 

Acres : 

Acres:  1,140 

MANTENO  D.D.  #2 

1910 

7,819 

MART INTON  D.D.  #2 

1895 

5,000 

1885-89 

300 

County:  Kankakee 

County:  Iroquois 

1902 

500 

1915-19 

3,000 

Org:  1890 

Org:  1895 

1903 

942 

1920-24 

4,500 

Acres:  2,334 

Acres:  13,513 

1904 

1,400 

1925-29 

7,500 

1910 

35,000 

1930-34 

5,500 

1914 

26,140 

1935-39 

4,000 

1930 

12,465 

MANTENO  D.D.  #3 

1938 

1,181 

County :  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres:  2,600 

MART INTON  D.D.  #2 

County:  Kankakee 
Org: 

MANTENO  D.D.  #4 

Acres:  13,820 

County:  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres:  1,000 

MART INTON  D.D.  #3 

1898 

19,800 

1905-09 

6,000 

County:  Iroquois 

1907 

83,500 

1910-14 

3,964 

Org:  1883 

1912 

4,650 

1915-19 

15,000 

MANTENO  D.D.  #9 

1897 

4,302 

Acres:  22,987 

1915 

29,913 

1920-24 

6,000 

County:  Kankakee 

1898 

732 

155  111.45 

1930 

68,219 

1925-29 

12,000 

Org:  1897 

147  111.404 

1930-34 

3,000 

Acres:  866 

1935-39 

12,000 

MANTENO  D.D.  #11 

1906 

5,499 

MART INTON  D.D.  #4 

1893 

3,200 

County:  Kankakee 

1924 

1,210 

County:  Iroquois 

1895 

5,000 

Org:  1905 

Org:  1883 

1898 

3,500 

Acres:  785 

Acres:  2,976 

1903 

1,500 

Tile 

1912 

15,371 

$  14,800 

1914 

14,490 

MANTENO  D.D.  #12 

County: 

Org: 

MARTINTON  D.D.  #4 

Acres:  640 

County:  Kankakee 
Org: 

Acres:  3,040 

MAPLE  GROVE  D.D. 

1911 

39,968 

County:  Lee 

Org:  1911 

MASON  COUNTY 

Acres:  3,262 

Township  drainage 

levy. 

See  Laws  of  1853, 

p.  247 

MAPLE  GROVE  D.D. 

1917 

49,616 

1925-29 

3,208 

County:  Vermilion 

1919 

603 

1930-34 

802 

MASON  &  CASS  RIVER 

D.D. 

1907 

98,027 

Org:  1916 

1920 

6,010 

1935-39 

802 

County:  Mason 

1910 

27,429 

Acres:  3,236 

1925 

5,386 

Org:  1907 

Acres:  9,600 

1914 

25,000 

MARAIS  GITEAU  DR.  & 

1880 

27,394 

1880-84 

1,426 

LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1910 

11,750 

1885-89 

349 

MASON  CITY  D.D.  #1 

1918 

38,203 

15,000 

1920-24 

750 

County:  Randolph 

1910-14 

682 

County:  Mason 

1919 

8,189 

5,500 

1925-29 

1,250 

Org:  1880 

1915-19 

158 

Org :  1917 

1922 

4,467 

3,000 

1930-34 

750 

Acres:  1,164 

Acres:  1,870 

(Dissolved  1926) 

MASON  &  MENARD  SP . 

D.D. 

1892 

32,650 

1895-99 

5,00C 

MAROA  D.D.  #2 

1905 

8,075 

County:  Mason 

1893 

9,795 

1900-04 

1,000 

County:  Macon 

1912 

403 

Org:  1891 

1895 

1,470 

1905-09 

6,000 

Org:  1905 

1928 

500 

Acres:  6,240 

1904 

4,351 

1910-14 

4,000 

Acres:  2,968 

1930 

2,099 

1926 

11,000 

1915-19 

2,500 

1929 

9,334 

1920-24 

5,069 

1925-29 

7,581 

1930-34 

7,067 

1935-39 

1,275 

> 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

I 

<c 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Year 

Levied 
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Year 
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Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

MASON  A  TAZEWELL  SP.  D.D. 

1883 

$110,914 

MC  KENDREE  D.D. 

1920 

$  32,793 

County:  Mason 

1885 

5,000 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1882 

1886 

80,000 

Org:  1919 

Acres:  42,280 

1893 

115,920 

Acres:  1,393 

215  111.195 

1897 

1,500 

134  111.330 

1903 

25,000 

1907 

50,000 

1908 

5,000 

MERE DOS I A  LAKE  L.  &  D.D. 

1903 

50,412 

$20,000 

1905-09 

$  17,158 

1909 

16,500 

County:  Cass 

1910 

40,777 

17,000 

1910-14 

11,280 

1910 

10,000 

Org:  1903 

1914 

28,823 

13,000 

1915-19 

14,994 

1927 

205,000 

$180,000 

Acres:  3,921 

1921 

16,118 

1920-24 

21,108 

Pumping  Plant 

1924 

21,816 

%  12,175 

1925-29 

25,280 

244  111.115 

1928 

53,216 

34,000 

1930-34 

25,280 

1938 

20,000 

24,895 

1935-39 

24,224 

MASSILON  D.D. 

County:  Wayn. 

Org: 

Acre*:  2,200 

MEREDOSIA  LEVEE  &  D.  D. 

1896 

31,450 

25,000 

1895-99 

4,882 

County:  Whiteside 

1907 

29,000 

25,000 

1900-04 

11,640 

Org:  1896 

1915 

17,000 

13,000 

1905-09 

14,849 

Acres:  10,600 

1923 

24,760 

18,500 

1910-14 

27,300 

MASTER SON  LAKE  SUB-DIST. 

1883 

4,915 

Pumping  Plant 

1924 

34,339 

29,155 

1915-19 

28,300 

County:  Monroe 

1884 

3,458 

1930 

34,889 

29,000 

1920-24 

20,480 

Org:  1883 

1916 

9,660 

1926-29 

27,000 

Acres:  2,377 

1930-34 

17,000 

1936-39 

20,800 

MATT 00 N  D.D.  #2 

County:  Coles 

MERIDAN  D.D. 

1922 

15,640 

Org: 

County:  Christian 

Acres:  2,860 

Org:  1922 

Acres:  2,242 

MAUVAISTERRE  D.D. 

1914 

28,343 

County:  Morgan 

1930 

2,500 

MERIDAN  D.D.  ^1 

1905 

8,500 

Org:  1913 

County:  La  Salle 

1906 

600 

Acres:  1,803 

Org:  1905 

286  111.589 

Acres:  1,690 

MAUVA ISTERBE  D.D.  #2 

MERIDIAN  LINE  D.D. 

1906 

2,960 

1910-14 

4,500 

County:  Morgan 

County:  Fayette 

1909 

2,500 

1915-19 

150 

Org: 

Org:  1906 

1910 

499 

1920-24 

300 

Acres:  2,560 

Acres:  735 

1913 

657 

1925-29 

300 

258  111.600 

1915 

1,050 

1930-34 

300 

1928 

1,499 

1935-39 

225 

MAUVAISTERE  D.  &  L.DIST. 

1903 

4,160 

1925-29 

$  7,500 

County:  Scott 

1913 

18,767 

1930-34 

10,200 

Org:  1902 

1925 

82,093 

38,000 

1935-39 

6,000 

MERIDIAN  Sub,  INLET 

1905 

1,422 

Acres:  3,985 

Pumping  Plant 

1928 

18,000 

7,000 

SWAMP  D.D. 

1929 

1,260 

1934 

12,000 

7,000 

County:  Lee 

299  111.299 

Org:  1905 

Acres:  1,651 

MAY  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1929 

6,727 

County:  Christian 

1935 

154 

MERKLE  D.D. 

Org:  1929 

County:  Edgar 

Acres:  462 

Org: 

Acres : 

Dissolved 

260  111.186 

HATFIELD  &  DE  KALB  D.D. 

1926 

42,542 

County:  DeKalb 

Org:  1926 

Acres:  2,000 

MEYER  D.D. 

1915 

14,311 

County:  Will 

Org:  1915 

Acres:  1,323 

MC  CRANEY  CREEK  D.D.,  Sub 

1920 

147,794 

59,977 

1915-19 

4,148 

County:  Pike 

1920-24 

10,370 

Org:  1920 

1925-29 

10,370 

Acres:  6,587 

1930-34 

10,370 

MIDDLE  CREEK  D.D. 

1899 

6,903 

1900-04 

1,225 

248  111.187 

1955-59 

4,148 

County:  Cass 

1903 

5,656 

1905-09 

1^225 

Org:  1899 

1906 

500 

1910-14 

1,184 

Acres:  1,330 

1909 

1,820 

1925-29 

220 

MC  GEE  CREEK  D.D. 

This  district  became 

1911 

3,000 

1905 

126,240 

111,000 

1905-09 

71,585 

Shick  Shack  Mutual 

1911 

400 

County:  Pike 

1910 

62,700 

1910-14 

46,142 

D.D.  in  1929 

1912 

200 

Org:  1905 

1912 

60,000 

1915-19 

71,585 

1913 

1,000 

Acres:  6,441 

1915 

11,000 

1920-24 

71,585 

1913 

800 

Pumping  Plant 

1916 

30,700 

1925-29 

71,585 

1913 

500 

336  111.267 

1920 

33,811 

1930-34 

71,585 

1915 

1,000 

319  111.379 

1924 

96,425 

1935-39 

28,634 

1924 

'300 

292  111.560 

1925 

226,751 

159,932 

1927 

1,000 

265  111.346 

1928 

141,606 

110,500 

1929 

14,363 

1,980 

261  111.180 

1930 

16,666 

145, SOO1 

1930 

5)027 

MC  GILLIVRAY  SP.  D.D. 

1909 

2,290 

1920-24 

1,200 

MIDDLE  FORK  D.D. 

1912 

64,000 

55,000 

1910-14 

1,677 

County:  Kankakee 

1911 

55,000 

1925-29 

3,000 

County:  Saline 

1915-19 

l)677 

Org:  1908 

1923 

2,351 

Org:  1911 

1920-24 

l)677 

Acres:  5,186 

1930 

3,058 

Acres:  11,158 

272  111.586 

MC  HENRY  &  KANE  COUNTIES 

Drainage  law 

MIDDLE  FORK  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1919 

6,800 

6,100 

1920-24 

1,300 

See  Private  Laws  1865. 
Vol.T,  p.  555 - 

County:  Saline 

Org:  1919 

1925-29 

1^850 

Public  Laws  1867.  p.  92 

Acres:  928 

Public  Laws  1869.  p.  167 

Refunding  issue, 


Reported  in  lump  sum, 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

LEVIED 

Year 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

MIDDLE PORT  D.D.  #1 

1882 

$  7,498 

1885-89 

$  250 

County:  Iroquois 

1895 

4,800 

1890-94 

1,500 

Org:  1882 

1897 

6,000 

1905-09 

500 

Acres:  5,000 

1913 

26,600 

1910-14 

500 

1915 

11,031 

1920-24 

500 

1919 

3,735 

1925-29 

500 

1930-34 

500 

MIDDLEPORT  D.D.  #1 

County:  Kankakee 
Org: 

Acres:  7,880 

MILAN  D.D.  #4 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres:  1440 

MILKS  GROVE  SP.  D.D. 

1885 

14,000 

1885-89 

2,000 

County:  Iroquois 

1886 

20,407 

1890-94 

23,000 

Org:  1885 

1928 

23,730 

1900-04 

12,000 

Acres:  9,657 

1905-09 

7,500 

239  111.430 

1910-14 

15,300 

134  111.260 

1915-19 

5,000 

1920-24 

6,000 

1925-29 

9,000 

1935-39 

12,002 

MILLER  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1911 

3,500 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  1,395 

MILLER  POND  D.D. 

1914 

82,310 

$  72,000 

1915-19 

6,955 

County:  Union 

1920-24 

6 '955 

Org:  1913 

1925-29 

2 '782 

Acres:  4,532 

MILL  SHOALS  D.D.  #3 

1908 

13,248 

County:  White 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  1,130 

MILTON  D.D.  #4 

County:  Du  Page 

Org: 

Acres:  1330 

MILTON  D.D.  #5 

County:  Du  Page 

Org: 

Acres:  1280 

MINERAL  MARSH  D.D. 

1900 

96,500 

1905-09 

14,000 

County:  Bureau 

1912 

29,455 

1915-19 

14 ' 000 

Org:  1899 

1924 

25,705 

1920-24 

13 '500 

Acres:  9,878 

1927 

17,000 

1935-39 

9,500 

193  111.423 

1929 

28,930 

MINIER  DR.  DIST. 

County:  Mason 

Org: 

Acres:  1,040 

MINNIE  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Kankakee 

Org:  1893 

Acres:  8,220 

327  111.237 

315  111.332 

311  111.228 

305  111.289 

MINT  CREEK  D.D. 

1910 

9,000 

County:  Jasper 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  1,397 

N 

MISSISSIPPI  BOTTOMS 

Flood  relief  of  citizens 

1 

living  in  Randolph, 

Alexander , 

Union,  St.  Clair.  Monroe. 

Madison,  and  Jackson 

Counties . 

See  Laws  of  1844-45. 

p.  324, 

353. 

DISTRICT 


MISSISSIPPI  LEVEE  COMPANY 

Contract  for  levee  in 
Adams ,  Pike,  &  Calhoun 
Counties . 

See  Private  Laws  1865. 
Vol.~Z.’  pY  2 

See  also  Sny  Island  Levee 
Drainage  District;  Samuel 
Leonard 


MONAHAM  MUTUAL  D.D. 
County:  Livingston 
Org: 

Acres:  1,500 


MO NEE  TWP.  D.D.  #5 
County:  Will 
Org: 

Acres:  1,175 
267  111.510 


MONROE  COUNTY 
Citizens  living  in 
Mississippi  Bottoms 
See  Laws  of  1844-45. 
p.  32*,  353. 


MONTICELLO  D.D.  #2 
County:  Piatt 
Org: 

Acres:  4500 


MONTICELLO  &  BEMENT 

1930 

3,699 

TWP.  D.D 

County 

Piatt 

Org: 

1930 

Acres : 

1,153 

MONTMORENCY  D.D.  #2 

1903 

12,100 

County 

Whiteside 

1904 

1,200 

Org: 

1884 

1907 

900 

Acres : 

5,265 

1912 

5,500 

1913 

700 

1929 

8,668 

1930 

1,165 

MONTRAY 

SLOUGH  D.D. 

1910 

12,500 

County:  Wayne 


Org: 
Acres : 


1910 

2,380 


MOREDOCK  &  IVY  LANDING  D. 
County:  Monroe 
Org:  1882 

Acres:  6,531 
Pumping  Plant 
253  111.306 
244  Ill.e2 
131  111.448 
170  111.37 
155  111.95 
131  111.446 


County:  Kendall 
Org:  1907 

Acres:  1,446 
255  111.34 
240  111.123 


[ORONA  D.D.  # 2 
County:  Macon 
Org: 

Acre  s : 


rOROS  D.D.  ffZ 
County:  Macon 
Org:  1906 

Acres : 


D.D.  n 
County:  Christian 


Org: 
Acres : 


1,540 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


1924 


1883 

1928 


1930 


1906 


Amount 

Levied 


2,124 


41,785 

41,806 


99,436 1 


10,370 


11,797 


Bonds 

Issued 


$  17,35a;! 


4,500 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


Amount 


1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


1,572 

786 

1,834 


^Reported  in  lump  sum. 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 

Year 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

MOSQUITO  D.D.  #2 

County*  Christian 

Org* 

Aoreo *  940 

MOSQUITO  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 
County*  Chr let lan 

Orgi 

Aores:  800 

MOSQUITO  MUTUAL  D.D.  #2 
County*  Christina 

Orgi 

Aore.i  430 

MOSQUITO  MUTUAL  D.D.  #3 
County*  Christian 

Org* 

Acres*  900 

MOSQUITO  MUTUAL  D.D.  #4 
County*  Christian 

Org* 

Acres*  1,170 

MOSQUITO  MUTUAL  D.D.  #6 
County*  Christian 

Org* 

Acres  *  710 

MOSQUITO  &  MT.  AUBURN  MUTUAL 
County*  Christian 

Org* 

Acres:  1,200 

D.D. 

MOULTRIE,  COLES, 

DOUGLAS  D.D. 

County*  Moultrie 

Org* 

Acres*  2,865 

1930 

1936 

$  8,686 
760 

MT.  ZION  TOP.  D.D.  #1 

County*  Maoan 

Org*  1906 

Aorest  1,649 

236  111.124 

1929 

6*500 

Mt.  ZIOH  TOP.  D.D.  #2 

County*  Macon 

Org:  1929 

Acres*  1,308 

1929 

4,000 

MOWING  POND  D.D.  Sub 

County x  Monroe 

Org  *  1930 

Acres  *  211 

1930 

1,041 

1930-34 

1935-39 

$  126 

116 

MUD  CREEK  D.D. 

County*  Cass 

Org*  1899 

Acres*  3,111 

336  111.211 

300  111.350 

193  111.439 

1899 

1914 

1920 

16,498 

5,004 

74,367 

*  9,295 

1900-04 

1916-19 

1930-34 

1935-39 

916 

2,173 

3,485 

2,092 

MUD  CRKKK  D.D. 

County*  Iroquois 

Org*  1926 

Acres*  447 

Tile 

1925 

5,965 

1925-29 

1930-34 

137 

548 

MUD  CREEK  D.D. 

County*  Woodford 

Org*  1929 

Acres*  3,324 

1930 

35,180 

12,000 

1930-34 

1936-39 

500 

400 

MUD  CREEK  D.D.  #4 

County*  White 

Org*  1911 

Acres*  1,240 

1911 

7,700 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

MUD  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 

County*  Henry 

Org:  1907 

Acres* 

i9o§r 

1925 

1930 

*  60,868 

44,605 

22,001 

t  19,500 
8,700 

1905-09 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1930-34 

1935-39 

*  1,265 

4,000 

5,500 

974 

436 

MURDOCK  D.D* 

County*  Douglas 

Org  *  1900 

Acres*  5,100 

1901 

1928 

1930 

20,200 

3,000 

4,760 

1935-39 

2,175 

MURRAY  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres*  3,320 

MUTUAL  D.D. 

County*  Crawford 

Org  *  1910 

Acres*  1,250 

MUTUAL  BENEFIT  D.D. 

County:  Livingston 

Org:  1927 

Aores:  1,400 

MUTUAL  BENEFIT  D.D. 

County :  McLean 

Org:  1927 

Acres:  3,269 

1927 

40,168 

16,000 

NAPERVILLE  D.D.  #1 

County*  DuPage 

Org* 

Acres  *  880 

NAPERVILLE  D.D.  #2 

County:  DuPage 

Org: 

Acres:  2,000 

NECESSARY  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1920 

Aores:  4,048 

1920 

64,156 

NELSON  D.D.  #1 

County:  Lee 

Org:  1885 

Acres: 

140  111.355 

115  111.150 

NEOOA  TOP.  D.D. 

County*  Cumberland 

Org*  1910 

Acres*  3,761 

1910 

1916 

1916 

1920 

1921 

1922 
1926 
1929 

3,620 

600 

8,200 

7,454 

1,500 

1,500 

500 

300 

NEOOA  D.D.  #1 

County:  Cumberland 

Org :  1909 

Acres:  1,830 

293  111.80 

NEOOA  D.D.  #2 

County:  Cumberland 

Org: 

Acres*  200 

NEOOA  D.D.  #3 

County*  Cumberland 

Org* 

Aores:  770 

no 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

LEVIED 

DISTRICT 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Year 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

HEOGA  D.D.  #10 

NORMAL  D.D. 

1915 

$  15,000 

County:  Cumberland 

County:  De  Kalb 

org: 

Org:  1915 

Acres:  1,380 

Acres : 

NEWCOMB  TOWNSHIP 

NORMAL-TOWANDA  D.D. 

1919 

44,645 

County:  Champaign 

County:  McLean 

1921 

4 '287 

See  Big  Slough  and 

Org:  1919 

1924 

6^696 

Wild  Cat  81ough 

Acres:  2,293 

Tile 

NEWCOMB  D.D. 

1909 

$  6,000 

County:  Champaign 

1910 

30,220 

NORTH  ALEXANDER  D.D. 

1910 

25,000 

$ 

1920-24 

S  3,180 

Org:  1906 

1911 

3,000 

County:  Alexander 

1919 

54,743 

45,000 

1925-29 

3 ',180 

Acres:  2,010 

1912 

500 

Org:  1909 

1920 

20,195 

16,700 

1930-34 

3' 180 

245  ill .140 

1913 

600 

Acres:  3,417 

1935-39 

l'908 

1915 

600 

280  111.378 

NEWMAN  D.D.  #2 

1918 

1,000 

NORTH  BRANCH  LAKE  FORK 

1893 

25,000 

20,000 

1900-04 

2,500 

SP.  D.D.  tc  SUBS 

1894 

10,000 

9,000 

1905-09 

'275 

County:  Douglas 

County:  Logan 

1904 

3,398 

1910-14 

2,100 

Org:  1893 

1911 

7,500 

1915-19 

2,400 

Acres:  3,760 

Acres:  9,796 

1913 

4,500 

1920-24 

'200 

128  111.271 

339  111.103 

1930-34 

6,000 

NEWMAN  D.D.  #3 

N.  E.  DECATUR  D.D. 

1929 

29,943 

17,250 

County:  Douglas 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Org: 

Acres:  3,260 

Acres : 

NEWMAN  D.D.  #4 

1890 

8,500 

1905-09 

$  600 

NORTH  EDWARDS  D.D. 

1886 

20,000 

1890-94 

1,300 

County:  Douglas 

1910-14 

600 

County:  Henry 

18e9 

2,400 

1895-99 

l'300 

Org:  1889 

Org:  1805 

1900-04 

'900 

Acres:  2,403 

Acres:  6,116 

122  111.620 

1910-14 

30,000 

1920-24 

2#500 

1925-29 

7,500 

NEWMAN  D.D.  #5 

1930-34 

1935-39 

4,000 

500 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres:  1,280 

NORTH  FORK  D.D. 

1920 

8,897 

1930-34 

150 

County:  Gallatin 

NEWMAN  D.D.  #6 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  1,835 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres:  440 

NORTH  FORK  D.D. 

1922 

7,047 

6,732 

1925-29 

350 

County:  Jasper 

1930-34 

350 

NEWMAN  D.D.  #10 

Org:  1916 

Acres :  705 

1935-39 

280 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres:  1,040 

1923 

204,620 

120,000 

NORTH  FORK  OUTLET  D.D. 

County:  Christian, 

1927 

87,460 

53,000 

NEW  PANKEY  POND  D.D. 

Sangamon  &  Macon 

1937 

61.9901 

1090 

5,332 

1920-24 

3,500 

Org:  1921 

County:  Cass 

1922 

2,000 

1925-29 

4,000 

Acres:  14,500 

Org:  1890 

1935-39 

1,000 

331  111.68 

Acres:  1,350 

NORTH  FORK  SP.  D.D. 

1911 

189,329 

1915-19 

9,000 

NEWTON  D.D.  #1 

County:  Hamilton 

1913 

52,000 

1920-24 

5,250 

1915 

2,240 

Org:  1910 

1930 

30,000 

1925-29 

14 '600 

County:  Whiteside 

1916 

1,007 

Org:  1900 

1918 

500 

26 i  z:  '  -,l 

Acres:  799 

1919 

1,027 

1920 

1,400 

1921 

500 

1922 

300 

NORTH  GERMAN  D.D. 

1912 

19,605 

1910-14 

196 

1925 

300 

County:  Richland 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  1,895 

NILES  D.D.  #1 

County:  Cook 

Org: 

N.  LITCHFIELD  D.D. 

1904 

6,000 

Acres : 

County:  Montgomery 

1905 

5,000 

238  ill .415 

Org:  1904 

1915 

300 

Acres:  3,092 

1920 

1,000 

1930 

4,804 

NIOTA  D.D. 

County:  Hancock 

Org: 

NORTH  MUL>_Z  D.D. 

Acres:  1,000 

County:  Jasper 

Org: 

Acres:  1,200 

■THW  SP.  D.D. 

1908 

26,948 

Comity:  D.  Witt 

1910 

27,810 

Org:  1908 

1912 

1,226 

Aero.:  10,408 

1916 

1,200 

1919 

4,003 

^Refunding  Issue 
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ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

LEVIED 

DISTRICT 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

NORTH  OKAW  TWP .  D.D. 

1884 

$  619 

1900-04 

$  1,050 

OAKLEY  D.D.  #2 

County:  Coles 

1901 

4,132 

1905-09 

300 

County:  Macon 

Org:  1883 

1902 

11,500 

Org: 

Acres:  9,362 

1903 

10,927 

Acres:  720 

1906 

1,336 

1909 

4,900 

1912 

6,000 

1913 

4,000 

OAKWOOD  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1916 

2,500 

County:  Vermilion 

Org :  1908 

Acres:  1,520 

NORTH  0I£AW  D.D.  03 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

OAKWOOD  D.D.  #7 

Acres:  3,200 

County:  Vermilion 

Org: 

Acres:  980 

NORTH  OKA W  D.D.  #6 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

OAKWOOD  D.D.  #8 

Acres:  1,040 

County:  Vermilion 

Org: 

Acres:  930 

237  111.148 

NORTH  OKAW  D.D.  08 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

Acres:  1,800 

OAKWOOD  D.D.  #9 

County:  Vermilion 

Org: 

Acres:  150 

NORTH  OKAW  D.D.  #10 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

Aores:  240 

OAKWOOD  D.D.  ,#12 

User 

County:  Vermilion 

Org: 

Acres:  680 

NORTH  OKAW  D.D.  #11 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

OCONEE  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

Acres:  640 

County:  Shelby 

User 

Org: 

Acres:  725 

NORTH  OKAW  D.D.  #13 

County:  Coles 

ODELL  tc  NEVADA  D.D. 

Org: 

County:  Grundy 

Acres:  820 

Org: 

Acres:  800 

NORTH  PALMYRA  D.D.  #1 

County:  Macoupin 

OIL  FIELD  D.D. 

Org: 

County:  Clark 

Acres:  900 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  1,400 

NORTH  SHELDON  & 

1891 

11,000 

1895-99 

449 

SOUTH  CONCORD  D.D. 

1893 

2,978 

1900-04 

505 

OKAW  D.D. 

County:  Iroquois 

1909 

12,000 

1905-09 

904 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1891 

1911 

6,000 

1910-14 

2,500 

Org:  1902 

Acres:  1,890 

1919 

5,669 

1915-19 

500 

Acres:  10,968 

1935 

1,480 

1925-29 

3,500 

1930-34 

4,000 

1935-39 

4,000 

NORTH  SKOKIE  D.D. 

County:  Lake 

OKAW  D.D.  #1 

Org: 

County:  Shelby 

Acres:  2,570 

Org: 

Acres:  2,920 

NORTH  WICHERT  D.D. 

1926 

16,667 

County:  Kankakee 

OKAW  D.D.  #9 

Org:  1926 

County:  Coles 

Acres:  1,325 

Org: 

340  111.644 

Acres:  720 

User 

NUTWOOD  D.  &  L.D. 

1907 

277,820 

$120,500 

1925-29 

69,897 

County:  Jersey 

1912 

54,794 

1930-34 

92,400 

OKAW  D.D.  if  12 

Org :  1906 

1915 

10,000 

1935-39- 

22,914 

County:  Coles 

Acros:  10,637 

1924 

82,136 

70,600 

Org: 

255  111.447 

1928 

30,000 

30,000 

Acres:  1,200 

234  111.130 

1932 

50.0001 

User 

158, 683 2 

OKAW  VALLEY  OUTLET  D.D. 

OAKFORD  SP.  D.D. 

County:  Fayette 

1927 

35,990 

19,500 

Org:  1919 

County:  Menard 

Acres:  58.000 

Org:  1927 

345  111.400 

Acres:  2,799 

316  111.271 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


1908 

1909 
1913 
1920 


1927 

1929 

1935 


1911 


1902 

1904 

1905 

1906 

1907 

1909 

1910 
1919 


Amount 

Levied 


$  11,000 
4,000 
900 
1,500 


250 

250 

150 


7,000 


25,439 

6,813 

572 

2,630 

4,472 

3,058 

5,132 

3,262 


Bond  a 
Issued 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


1905-09 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


Amount 


2,754 

5,570 

2,000 

16,300 

550 

3,879 


^Refunding  bond, 


Reported  In  lump  sum. 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANHUAL 

BENEFITS 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Lu 

IVIED 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Bonds 

Issued 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Year 

Amount 

OLIVE  BRANCH  D.D. 

1921 

$  56,000 

$  46,400 

1920-24 

$  4,995 

ORLAND  D.D.  #4 

1897 

#  388 

County:  Alexander 

1926 

7,400 

6,000 

1925-29 

4,995 

County:  Cook 

1904 

1,191 

Org i  1921 

1930-34 

3,996 

Org :  1886 

1926 

7,200 

Acres:  3,331 

Acres:  1,404 

OLIVER  &  CORN  OROVB  D.D, 

OTTER  CREEK  D.D. 

1901 

25,822 

1905-09 

1  1,429 

County:  Livingston 

County:  Fulton 

1904 

3,500 

1910-14 

10,656 

Org :  1901 

Org:  1900 

1909 

32,000 

1915-19 

5,200 

Acres:  3*000 

Acres:  3,720 

1912 

44,325 

217  111.220 

1913 

12,425 

175  Ill. 267 

ONARGA  D.D.  #2 

OTTER  POND  D.D. 

1897 

15,000 

1885-89 

752 

1883 

1,241 

1885-89 

150 

County:  Lawrence 

1906 

6,000 

1900-04 

1,592 

County:  Iroquois 

1886 

3,000 

1905-09 

450 

Org:  1897 

1916 

9,742 

1905-09 

1,252 

Org :  1882 

1890 

600 

1920-24 

600 

Acres:  3,870 

1929 

13,580 

#  10,000 

1910-14 

1,260 

Acres:  1*172 

1905 

3,882 

1925-29 

l,luO 

1920-24 

800 

Tile 

1906 

1,500 

1935-39 

600 

1925-29 

3,662 

1909 

9,237 

1930-34 

2,361 

1929 

21,076 

5,700 

1935-39 

1,500 

ONARGA  D.D.  #3 

1908 

5,116 

1905-09 

500 

OWEGO  D.D. 

County:  Iroquois 

1925-29 

1,000 

County:  Livingston 

Org :  1889 

Org:  1916 

Acres :  610 

Tile 

Acres:  4,120 

ONARGA  D.D.  #4 

OWL  CREEK  D.D. 

1912 

17,400 

1925-29 

1,500 

1891 

3,670 

1890-94 

150 

County:  Champaign 

1920 

1,500 

County:  Iroquois 

1909 

9,237 

1925-29 

150 

Org:  1911 

org:  1891 

1929 

3,785 

1930-34 

300 

Acres:  2,852 

Acres:  2*237 

1935 

3,500 

1935-39 

150 

1936 

2,600 

PANHANDLE  D.D. 

1911 

15,000 

ONARGA  TWP.D.D.  #5 

County:  Jersey 

Org:  1911 

1926 

17,050 

12,500 

(MUTUAL) 

Aores:  2,131 

County:  Iroquois 

Org :  1908 

Acres:  1,300 

266  Ill. 229 

PANKEY  BRANCH  D.D. 

1912 

19,388 

County:  Saline 

Org:  1912 

Acres:  3,345 

ONARGA,  DOUGLAS,  8:  DAN- 

1886 

8,000 

1885-89 

3,334 

FORTH  SPECIAL  D.D.  #1 

1888 

25,000 

1890-94 

1,200 

County:  Iroquois 

1919 

62,242 

1895-99 

1,900 

Org:  1885 

1922 

44,878 

1900-04 

27,800 

PANKEY  POND  SP.  D.D. 

Acres  e  16,370 

1905-09 

800 

County:  Cass 

268  111.406 

1910-14 

2,000 

Org:  1916 

205  111.636 

1915-19 

3,500 

Acres:  1,400 

1925-29 

7,806 

1930-34 

2,602 

PANTHER  CREEK  D.D. 

1916 

83,135 

County:  Woodford 

1919 

77,877 

ONARGA,  DOUGLAS,  &  DAN- 

1885 

500 

1885-89 

350 

Org:  1915 

1920 

4,816 

FORTH  D.D.  SUB  #1 

1886 

550 

1915-19 

500 

Acres:  11,493 

1921 

15,477 

County:  Iroquois 

1930-34 

451 

282  Ill. 299 

Org :  1895 

Acres:  707 

278  111.189 

ONARGA,  DOUGLAS,  te  DAN- 

PAPINEAU  TWP.D.D.  #1 

1891 

1,029 

1913 

1,539 

1915-19 

800 

County:  Iroquois 

Org:  1891 

1925 

530 

FORTH  D.D.  SUB.  #2 

1916 

3,674 

1925-29 

311 

1929 

1,200 

County:  Iroquois 

Org:  1913 

1930-34 

102 

Aores:  1,256 

Acres:  1,166 

PAPINEAU  D.D.  #3 

1893 

1,486 

1915-19 

500 

OPHIR  D.D.  #1 

County:  Iroquois 

1895 

2,324 

1920-24 

1,000 

Org:  1893 

1928 

13,656 

1925-29 

1,500 

County:  LaSalle 

Acres:  3,537 

1930-34 

500 

Org :  1905 

Acres:  5,240 

265  ELI. 220 

260  111.341 

252  ni.282 

PAPINEAU  D.D.  #5 

1903 

214 

1935-39 

750 

239  111.37 

County:  Iroquois 

1931 

206 

231  111.502 

Org:  1903 

224  HI.  160 

Acres:  4,297 

OPHIR  D.D.  #2 

PARADISE  D.D. 

1903 

10,400 

1900-04 

300 

County:  LaSalle 

County:  Coles 

1904 

2,000 

1905-09 

1,200 

Org: 

Org :  1903 

1912 

6,000 

1910-14 

1,050 

Acres:  1,460 

Acres:  4,401 

1918 

20,488 

1915-19 

452 

283  Ill. 515 

247  HI. 398 

PARADISE  D.D.  #1 

1930 

25,710 

1925-29 

1,025 

OHLAND  D.D.  #2 

1894 

7,000 

County:  Coles 

County:  Cook 

1897 

1,100 

Org: 

Org:  1880 

1900 

200 

Acres:  4,840 

Acres:  1,514 

1904 

900 

1907 

4,000 

1926 

6,020 

1927 

800 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

PARADISE  D.D.  #2 

County:  Coles 

Orgi 

Acres:  280 

PARADISE  D.D.  #3 

County:  Coles 

Org : 

Acres :  650 

PARKER  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1903 

$  6,100 

County:  Clark 

Org :  1902 

Acres:  1,493 

PARTRIDGE  D.D. 

1912 

11,381 

County:  White 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  1,942 

1926 

1,127 

PARTRIDGE  D.&  L.DIST. 

1905 

102,463 

$  90,000 

County:  Woodford 

1910 

14,882 

13,395 

Org:  1905 

Acres:  3,252 

1911 

15,072 

13,566 

PATTON  D.D. 

1928 

54,924 

29,000 

County:  McLean 

Org :  1920 

Acres:  7,370 

PAWNEE  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1910 

4,515 

County:  Sangamon 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  835 

1911 

577 

PAYNE-MELBY  D.D. 

1917 

3,097 

1915-19 

$  800 

County:  Kankakee 

Org:  1916 

Acres:  1,049 

PECAN  ISLAND  D.D. 

1910 

11,500 

County:  Payette 

Org :  1910 

Acres:  665 

1915 

3,000 

PEKIN  &  LA  MARSH  D.&  L. 

1890 

20,000 

1890-94 

1,300 

County:  Peoria 

1891 

9,000 

1895-99 

738 

Org:  1889 

1895 

2,500 

1900-04 

3,690 

Acres:  2,716 

1898 

8,000 

1905-09 

4,332 

Pumping  Plant 

1902 

22,257 

1910-14 

9,874 

1906 

65,926 

1915-19 

18,799 

1924 

130,560 

94,735 

1920-24 

30,924 

1929 

37,200 

37,200 

1925-29 

27,473 

1937 

81,000 

88  ,200 1 

1930-34 

26,680 

1935-39 

20,054 

PELLA  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1903 

11,490 

County:  Ford 

1906 

19,387 

Org: 

Acres:  4,400 

1929 

31,635 

PELLA  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1893 

1,278 

1905-09 

700 

County:  Ford 

1906 

17,000 

Org:  1891 

Acres:  4,740 

1927 

19,675 

PEORIA  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  COMPA] 

CTY 

See  Private  Laws  of  1857,  p 

1409 

FEOTONE  TWP.  D.D.  #3 

1904 

3,177 

County:  Will 

Org :  1904 

Acres : 

PEPPER  MILL  BRANCH  O.D. 

1910 

13,350 

County:  Fayette 

Org:  1910 

1921 

1,950 

Aores:  1,797 

PERA  TOWNSHIP 

County:  Champaign 

See  Big  Slough  and 

Wild  Cat  Slough 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Bonds 

Issued 

Levied 

Year 

Amount 

PESOTUM  D.D.  #1 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  3,400 

User 

PESOTUM  D.D.  #2 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  1,240 

User 

PESOTUM  SLOUGH  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1897 

Acres:  5,600 

1897 

1898 

1899 

1900 

1901 
1908 

1910 

1911 
1916 

1919 

1920 
1922 

$  7,000 

6.700 

2.250 
2,600 
1,200 

400 

4.700 
1,050 

5.250 
26,700 

3,000 

1,394 

PHOENIX  D.D.  #1 

County:  Henry 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  3,360 

PIERCE  D.D.  #1 

County:  DeKalb 

Org: 

Acres:  1,360 

PIGEON  GROVE  &  FOUNTAIN 
CREEK  TWP.  D.D. 

County:  Iroquois 

Org:  1919 

Acrss:  1,131 

1920 

1921 

23,611 

4,548 

1930-34 

$  165 

PITMAN  TWP. D.D.  #1 

County:  Montgomery 

Org :  1884 

Acres:  640 

1906 

6,000 

PITMAN  D.D.  #2 

County:  Montgomery 

Org:  1882 

Acres:  4,460 

264  111.168 

PITMAN  D.D.  #4 

County:  Montgomery 

Org: 

Acres :  870 

PITMAN  D.D.  #5 

County:  Montgomery 

Org: 

Acres:  725 

t 

PITMAN  TWP.  D.D.  #6 

County:  Montgomery 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  463 

1921 

463 

PLEASANT  HILL  D.D. 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  2,003 

1920 

1924 

43,901 

2,635 

PLEASANT  VALLEY  D.D. 

County:  Fulton 

Org:  1919 

Acres:  1,466 

1919 

1920 

23,500 

6,500 

PLEASANT  VIEW  D.D. 

County:  Vermilion 

Org :  1918 

Acres:  2,018 

1918 

1921 

37,566 

1,600 

xInolude3  $81,000  refunding  Issue 
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DISTRICT 


PLEASANT 

VIEW  D.D. 

#i 

County: 

Christian 

Org: 

Acres : 

1,520 

PLEASANT 

VIEW  D.D. 

#2 

County: 

Christian 

Org: 

Acre 8 : 

1,300 

PLEASANT 

VIEW  D.D. 

#3 

County: 

Christian 

Org: 

Acres : 

920 

PLEASANT 

VIEW  D.D. 

#3 

County: 

Macon 

Org: 

1911 

Acres : 

PLEASANT  VIEW  MUTUAL  D.D. 
County;  Christian 
Org: 

Acres ;  1,080 


POLECAT  D.D. 
County:  Edgar 
Org;  1903 
Acres ;  6890 

216  Ill. 56 
213  111.83 
213  Ill. 421 


POND  CREEK  D.D. 
County:  Bureau 
Org :  1917 

Acres:  1,346 


POND  LILY  D.D. 
County:  Fayette 
Org ;  1911 

Acres.;  184 


POND  LILY  D.D. 
County:  Iroquois 
Org:  1916 

Acres:  9,947 


POND  SETTLEMENT  D.D. 
County:  Gallatin 
Org:  1915 

Acres:  2,560 


PONTIAC  D.D.  #1 
County:  Livingston 
Org: 

Acres:  1,540 


POSSUM  TROT  D.D.  #1 
County:  Iroquois 
Org :  1909 

Acres:  9,890 


POWERS- CASSELL  D.D. 
County:  Macon 
Org:  1929 

Acres:  1,575 


PRAIRIE  D.D.  #1 
County:  Edgar 
Org: 

Acres:  5,000 


PRAIRIE  D.D.  #2 
County:  Edgar 
Org: 

Acres:  8,500 


PRAIRIE  D.D.  #3 
County:  Edgar 
Org:  1887 

Acres:  1,220 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


1911 


1903 


Amount 

Levied 


$  5,562 


19,904 


1917 

1920 


1911 


1916 

1930 


1926 

1936 


1929 

1930 


1887 

1910 


22,000 

1,800 


4,700 


73,240 

15,336 


Bonds 

Issued 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


1900-04 


3,964 

9,904 


33,738 

3,722 


1,204 

8,010 


$  18,900 


1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


1915-19 

1920-24 

1930-34 


100 


100 

50 

200 

150 

50 


4,000 

2,000 

2,000 


1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


1925-29 


4,500 

4,500 

3,000 


244 


DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

PRAIRIE  D.D.  #4 

1889 

t  2,072 

County:  Edgar 

Org :  1889 

Acres:  1,916 

1927 

3,600 

PRAIRIE  D.D.  #5 

1893 

1,100 

County:  Edgar 

Org :  1893 

Acres:  510 

PRAIRIE  D.D.  #6 

1931 

12,868 

$  8,500 

County:  Edgar 

Org :  1930 

Acres:  1,929 

PRAIRIE  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1925 

249 

County:  Shelby 

1928 

499 

Org: 

1929 

749 

Acres:  1,240 

1933 

249 

PRAIRIE  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1929 

375 

County:  Shelby 

1931 

395 

Org: 

Aorea:  1,032 

1937 

395 

PRAIRIE  CREEK  D.D. 

1915 

26,914 

County:  McLean 

1925 

1,345 

Org :  1914 

Acres:  7,341 

1929 

2,691 

PRAIRIE  CREEK  D.D.  #1 

County:  Mason 

Org: 

Acres:  9,480 

PRAIRIE  CREEK  D.D.  #2 

1909 

11,012 

County:  Logan 

1915 

1,000 

Org :  1908 

1918 

18,000 

Acres:  1,720 

276  111.483 

1920 

2,000 

PRAIRIE  DUPONT  D.&L. 

1893 

35,000 

1885-89 

$  1,000 

County;  St.  Clair 

1904 

17,042 

1890-94 

1,900 

Org :  1884 

1910 

13,800 

1895-99 

4,250 

Acres:  6,600 

1900-04 

4,250 

1905-09 

3,000 

1910-14 

2,500 

1915-19 

2,500 

1920-24 

4,000 

1925-29 

1,000 

1930-34 

1,000 

1935-39 

4,000 

PRAIRIE  DD  ROCHER,  SETTLEMEN 

T  OF 

Drainage  of  Commons 

See  Laws  of  1840-41,  p.  214 

PRAIRIE  LAKE  D.D. 

1929 

24,800 

14,580 

1925-29 

300 

County:  Woodford 

1930-34 

1,500 

Org:  1929 

Acres:  2,828 

1935-39 

1,200 

PRAIRIE TOWN  D.D.  #1 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  660 

PRAIRIE TOWN  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  390 

PRAIRIETOWN  MUTUAL  D.D.  #2 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres :  390 

PRAIRIETOWN  MUTUAL  D.D.  #4 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,075 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Bonds 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

PRESTON  D.  tc  1EVEE  D. 

1913 

$130,308 

$  89,000 

ss.ooo1 

1915-19 

1920-24 

$  12,408 

RAYMOND  TWP. D.D.  #2 

1907 

$  5,167 

1910-14 

$  100 

County:  Uhion 

1924 

15,510 

County:  Montgomery 

1915-19 

2,207 

Org:  1913 

1929 

82,036 

55,000 

1925-29 

15,510 

Org :  1907 

1920-24 

500 

Acres:  15,823 

1930-34 

3,102 

Acres :  459 

1925-29 

500 

259  111.522 

257  111.202 

1930-34 

625 

16.4071 

RAYMOND  TV/P.  D.D.  #3 

1910 

5,306 

1910-14 

804 

County:  Montgomery 

1930-34 

722 

PULASKI  D.D. 

Org :  1910 

County:  Pulaski 

Org :  1899 

Acres :  727 

Acree:  5,100 

READING  D.D.  #1 

County:  Livingston 

PULASKI  COUNTY  D.D. 

1900 

5,830 

Org: 

County:  Pulaski 

1901 

1,575 

Acres:  1,350 

Org :  1899 

Acres:  2,907 

1909 

3,504 

HEADING  D.D.  #2 

County:  Livingston 

QUTCKEL  MUTUAL  D.D. 

Org: 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres :  250 

Acres:  2,070 

READING  MUTUAL  D.D. 

QUIVER  RIVER  D.D. 

1909 

38,165 

County:  Livingston 

County:  Mason 

Org: 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  1,040 

Aores:  1,760 

RECTOR  SP.  D.D. 

1910 

78,234 

$  70,000 

1915-19 

26,708 

RAMP  D.D. 

1926 

6,310 

1925-29 

863 

County:  Saline 

1913 

10,400 

1920-24 

25,290 

County:  Champaign 

1930-34 

3,690 

Org :  1910 

1930 

4,604 

1925-29 

7,800 

Org :  1926 

Acres:  17,130 

1930-34 

13,000 

Acres:  3,045 

298  111.34 

275  111.228 

267  111.396 

266  111.536 

1935-39 

4,500 

RANDALL  D.D.  #1 

County:  Moultrio 

Org: 

Acres :  500 

RECTOR  SP.  D.D. ,  Sub  #1 

1916 

4,675 

4,200 

1915-19 

1,255 

County:  Saline 

Org :  1916 

Acres:  877 

1917 

2,000 

1,800 

1920-24 

1,545 

RANDOLPH  D.D. 

1908 

18,999 

County:  White 

1912 

2,899 

Org :  1907 

Acres:  4,619 

1929 

12,923 

10,300 

RECTOR  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #2 

1920 

2,772 

Tile 

County:  Saline 

257  111.486 

Org :  1920 

Acres:  1,242 

RANDOLPH  COUNTY 

Citizens  living  in 

RECTOR  SP.  D.D.  Sub 

1920 

1,594 

1920-24 

1,395 

Mississippi  Bottoms 

County:  Saline 

1921 

1,000 

See  Laws  of  1844-45, 
p.  324,  353. 

Org :  1920 

Acres :  745 

RANKIN  D.D. 

1914 

7,699 

RECTOR  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #4 

1921 

2,000 

County:  Vermilion 

County:  Saline 

Org:  1913 

Org :  1921 

Acres :  833 

Acres :  917 

RANTOUL  TOWNSHIP 

REILLY  D.D. 

1914 

10,820 

County:  Champaign 

County:  Vermilion 

See  Big  Slough  and 

Org:  1914 

Wild  Cat  Slough 

Acres:  877 

RANTOUL  D.D.  #3 

RICH  D.D.  #2 

1907 

25,500 

County:  Champaign 

County:  Cook 

1910 

378 

Org :  1882 

Org:  1906 

1927 

6,990 

Acres : 

Acres:  4,424 

128  111.158 

287  111.132 

RAYMOND  D.D. 

1911 

17,600 

1910-14 

600 

RICHLAND  D.D. 

1911 

25,000 

22,500 

1915-19 

3,500 

County:  Kankakee 

1912 

3,007 

1930-34 

3,000 

County:  Alexander 

1920-24 

3,500 

Org:  1911 

f927 

11,328 

Org:  1911 

1925-29 

3,500 

Acres:  3026 

1929 

12,973 

11,500 

Acres:  4,096 

1930-34 

1,925 

Pumping  Plant 

1935-39 

3,150 

RAYMOND  D.D. 

1926 

800 

County:  Kendall 

1930 

700 

RICHLAND  D.D. 

1911 

17,238 

Org: 

1937 

500 

County:  St.  Clair 

Acres:  1,280 

Org :  1911 

344  Ill. 186 

Acres:  1,709 

RAYMOND  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1905 

5,300 

1910-14 

150 

RICHLAND  D.D.  #1 

County:  Montgomery 

1920 

6,291 

1915-19 

636 

County:  Shelby 

Org:  1905 

1925-29 

494 

Org: 

Acres:  820 

1935-39 

707 

Acres:  680 

1 

^Refunding  issue, 
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RICHLAND  D.D.  #1 

ROCKFORD-WINNEBAGO 

1917 

$  17,676 

$  9,800 

County:  St.  Clair 

SPECIAL  D.D. 

1919 

10,503 

Org: 

County:  Winnebago 

1927 

697 

Acres:  2710 

Org:  1917 

1928 

245 

Acres:  1,378 

1929 

123 

Tile 

1932 

123 

RICHLAND  CREEK  D.D.  #2 

1911 

$  27,116 

$  12,000 

1910-14 

S  200 

1937 

246 

1,206 

County:  St.  Clair 

1915-19 

400 

Org:  1911 

1920-24 

500 

Acres:  2,790 

1925-29 

500 

ROCK  RIVER  D.D. 

1915 

29,011 

County:  Henry 

Org:  1912 

1920 

72,156 

RICHLAND  CREEK  D.D.  #3 

Acres:  4,623 

County:  St.  Clair 

Org: 

Acres:  1900 

ROCK  RIVER  NAVIGATION  COMPANY 

See  Laws  of  1840-41,  p.  141 

RICHLAND  CREEK  D.D.  #4 

County:  St.  Clair 

Org: 

ROCKVILLE  D.D.  # 1 

Acres:  700 

County s  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres:  1200 

RICHLAND  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

County:  La  Salle 

Org: 

ROCKVILLE  D.D.  #2 

Acres:  900 

C  ount y :  Kank  ake  e 

Org: 

Acres:  340 

RICHLAND  MUTUAL  D.D.  #2 

County:  La  Salle 

Org: 

ROCKVILLE  D.D.  #3 

Acres:  1,100 

County:  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres:  1,200 

RICHLAND  TWP .  D.D.  #1 

1908 

3,730 

County:  La  Salle 

Org:  1908 

ROCKY  BRANCH  D.D. 

1919 

25,000 

Acres:  1,360 

County:  Gallatin 

Org:  1919 

Acres:  4,240 

RICKS  D.D.  #1 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

ROCKY  FORD  D.D. 

1924 

207,527 

186,750 

1925-29 

$  32,500 

Acres:  3505 

County:  Tazewell 

1930-34 

32,500 

Org:  1924 

1935-39 

26,000 

Acres:  1,689 

RIDOELAND  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1906 

8,738 

( In  1906  known  as 

1908 

2,184 

Union  #1  Artesia  & 

1932 

2,800 

ROE  SP.  D.D. 

Ridgeland ) 

County:  Kankakee 

County:  Iroquois 

Org: 

Org:  1906 

Acres:  3,260 

Acres : 

Tile 

ROME  VIEW  D.  4  L.  DIST. 

County:  Woodford 

RIDGELAND  &  ARTESIA 

1912 

8,694 

Org:  1916 

D.D.  #2 

1932 

1,653 

Acr.a:  6,000 

County:  Iroquois 

Org: 

Acres:  1,237 

ROSAMOND  D.D.  #1 

RIDGWAY  D.D.  #1 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

1908 

4,500 

1910-14 

1,000 

Acres:  400 

County:  Gallatin 

1911 

4,000 

1915-19 

1,300 

Org:  1899 

Acres:  5,320 

ROSAMOND  D.D.  #2 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,280 

RILEY  CREEK  D.D. 

1908 

8,636 

1910-14 

25 

County:  Coles 

1913 

27,000 

1920-24 

500 

Org:  1907 

1922 

3,500 

Acres:  780 

1923 

3,900 

ROSAMOND  D.D.  #3 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,040 

RISS  TWO  NYTYAK  D.D. 

1925 

11,557 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1925 

Acres:  1,225 

1927 

2,364 

ROSAMOND  D.D.  #4 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  600 

ROANOKE  D.D. 

County:  Woodford 

Org: 

Acres:  14,880 

ROSS  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1912 

17,855 

County:  Edgar 

1918 

632 

ROCHESTER  &  MC  LEARY 

Org:  1911 

1930 

2,785 

1920 

110,764 

68,000 

1920-24 

1,033 

Aorea:  1,716 

LEVEE  DIST. 

1921 

65,377 

53,400 

1925-29 

3,099 

County:  Wabash 

1927 

4,900 

4,900 

1930-34 

4,081 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  4,857 

1928 

3,491 

3,000 
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ROSS  D.D.  #1 

ST.  CLAIR  &  MONROE  LEVEE 

County:  Vermilion 

AND  DRAINAGE  COMPANY 

Org: 

See  Public  Laws  of  1859,  p. 

110 

Acres:  1,420 

Harward  v.  St.  Clair  and  Monroe 

L.  &  D.  Co..  51  Ill.  132 

Public  Laws  of  1861.  p.  436 

ROSS  D.D.  #2 

Private  Laws  1867,  Vol.  2, 

p.  807 

Private  Laws  1&65.  Vol.  2, 

p.  2 

County:  Vermilion 

Org: 

Acres:  2,300 

ST.  FRANCIS  D.D. 

1920 

i  3,995 

1920-24 

$  216 

County:  Effingham 

1925-29 

216 

Org:  1920 

1930-34 

108 

ROSS  MUTUAL  D.D. 

Acres:  613 

County:  Vermilion 

Org: 

Acres:  1,215 

ST.  JOSEPH  D.D. 

1918 

28,640 

1930-34 

6,919 

County:  Champaign 

1919 

59,619 

Org:  1918 

1923 

6,415 

ROTH  MUTUAL  D.D. 

Acres:  700 

1926 

2,500 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  600 

ST.  JOSEPH  D.D.  #3 

1880 

43,928 

RURAL  D.D.  #1 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1880 

Acres:  6,293 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  680 

ST.  JOSEPH  D.D.  H 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

RURAL  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

Acres:  4,960 

County:  Shelby 

Org: 

Acres:  680 

ST.  JOSEPH  D.D.  #6 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  800 

RUSH  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Me  Henry 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  3,120 

ST.  JOSEPH  D.D.  #8 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  910 

RUSSELL  &  ALLISON  D.D. 

1884 

$  45,040 

1885-89 

$  1,000 

County:  Lawrence 

1888 

19,000 

1890-94 

8,790 

Org:  1883 

1891 

5,000 

1895-99 

2,000 

Acres:  30,895 

1899 

25,862 

1  20,000 

1900-04 

3,651 

161  111.175 

1904 

11,884 

9,500 

1905-09 

2,850 

STE.  MARIE  D.D. 

1921 

90,561 

$  79,950 

1920-24 

1,878 

125  111.490 

1914 

110,231 

71,000 

1910-14 

3,750 

County:  Jasper 

1925-29 

3^130 

1916 

22,236 

9  5,000 

1915-19 

22,486 

Org:  1920 

1930-34 

3,130 

1922 

115,440 

62,785 

1920-24 

33,314 

Acres:  2,715 

1935-39 

1,878 

1923 

47,826 

33,760 

1925-29 

31,500 

1926 

15,000 

2,976 

1930-34 

33,725 

1935-39 

15,725 

SALEM  D.D. 

1921 

7,036 

5,000 

County:  White 

Org:  1920 

1930 

1,870 

1,800 

RUSSELLVILLE  LEVEE 

Acres:  1,088 

Lawrence  County 

See  Laws  of  1849. 

p.  itt: 

SALINE  BRANCH  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

RUTLAND  TWP .  D.D. 

1880 

8,000 

Org: 

County:  Kane 

1887 

1,000 

Org!  1886 

1918 

29,514 

Acres:  2,800 

SALINE  VALLEY  SP.  D.D. 

1913 

73,355 

65,000 

1915-19 

16,880 

RUTLAND  A  GRAFTON  UNION 

County:  Saline 

Org:  1911 

1917 

5,000 

1920-24 

14,550 

1886 

16,531 

10,000 

Acres:  9,720 

County:  Kane 

1887 

8,000 

Org:  1885 

Acres:  5,000 

239  111.611 

SALT  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org: 

SABINA  D.D. 

1921 

13,786 

Acree:  1,900 

County:  Me  Lean 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  1,453 

SALT  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 

1931 

104,000 

93,600 

ST.  ANNE  D.D. 

County:  Menard 

Org: 

Acres:  12,400 

1931 

16,756 

7,900 

1930-34 

500 

251  111.460 

County:  Kankakee 

Org:  1930 

250  111.404 

Acres:  2,126 

SALT  FORK  D.D. 

1905 

19,067 

1905-09 

800 

ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY 

Citizens  living  In 
Mississippi  Bottoms 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1904 

Acres:  7,283 

1907 

1908 
1928 
1937 

2,300 

6,500 

20,672 

4,000 

1915-19 

7,000 

See  Laws  of  1844-45. 
p.  32?-,- 353 - 
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SAND  PRAIRIE  D.D.  #1 

SARATOGA-WHITEFIELD  D.D. 

1912 

$  29,268 

County:  Tazewell 

County:  Marshall 

1919 

7,213 

Org: 

Org:  1911 

1926 

9,181 

Acres:  2,100 

Acres:  1,604 

SAND  SLOUGH  D.D. 

1910 

$  10,132 

1910-14 

$  2,036 

SARGENT  D.D.  #1 

1888 

1,150 

County:  Pike 

1915-19 

4,072 

County:  Douglas 

1889 

'500 

Org:  1909 

1920-24 

2,545 

Org:  1887 

1909 

4,000 

Acres:  5,107 

1925-29 

4,072 

Acres:  414 

1930-34 

4,072 

1935-39 

2,036 

SARGENT  TV/P.  D.D.  #3 

1903 

18,328 

SANGAMON  D.D. 

County:  Douglas 

1905 

542 

Org:  1903 

1928 

5,512 

County:  Me  Lean 

Acres:  3,161 

Org: 

Acres:  6860 

SAVANNA  &  YORK  D.  &  L. 

1907 

15,597 

$  12,000 

SANGAMON  &  DRUMMER  D.D. 

County:  Carroll 

1908 

8,077 

5,000 

1921 

29,996 

Org:  1906 

1911 

5,616 

County:  Ford 

Acres:  2,022 

1917 

51 '312 

36,000 

Org:  1921 

Pumping  Plant 

1922 

18,000 

15,000 

Acres:  10,967 

298  111.480 

1927 

40,275 

25,300 

284  111.406 

279  111.159 

272  111.374 

288  111.447 

1928 

41,148 

24' 000 

257  111.281 

253  111.332 

SCHINDER  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  560 

SANGAMON  OUTLET  D.D. 

1928 

130,000 

County:  Mason 

Org:  1928 

Aores:  37,642 

SCOTT  COUNTY  D.  &  L.DIST. 

1911 

178,237 

102,500 

1920-24 

$  10,280 

County:  Scott 

1912 

40,004 

22,000 

1925-29 

51 '035 

Org:  1909 

1916 

41,150 

27,525 

1930-34 

44,996 

SANGAMON  RIVER  D.D. 

Acres:  10,760 

1918 

10,287 

1935-39 

■22,865 

1904 

163,627 

Pumping  Plant 

1922 

104,000 

61,500 

County:  Mason 

1928 

4,000 

283  111.536 

1927 

91,900 

55 '900 

Org:  1903 

1929 

1,500 

Acres:  16,000 

1932 

500 

348  111.204 

1933 

200 

219  111.454 

1936 

500 

SEA  HORN  D.  &  LEVEE  D. 

1919 

43,475 

31,000 

1920-24 

9,004 

County:  Pulton 

1922 

27,077 

1925-29 

10,536 

Org:  1918 

1928 

50,550 

38,500^ 

1930-34 

10,536 

SANGAMON  RIVER  D.D. 

Acres:  1,462 

1932 

10,686 

9,0002 

1935-39 

2  107 

1905 

15,648 

County:  Me  Lean 

1908 

3,750 

Org:  1902 

Acres:  9,491 

1925 

26,449 

$  14,500 

SEAVEY  SLOUGH  D.D. 

1910 

25,000 

County:  Lake 

Org:  1910 

SANGAMON  VALLEY  D.  &  L. 

County:  Cass 

Org:  1920 

Acres : 

295  111.504 

SEVEN  HICKORY  TV/P.  D.D. 

1886 

4,662 

1885-89 

496 

County:  Coles 

1901 

3,200 

1890-94 

90 

Org:  1886 

1906 

10,075 

1895-99 

125 

SANTA  ANNA  UNION  D.D.  #1 
County:  De  Witt 

Org:  1912 

Acres : 

Acres : 

1910 

5,895 

1900-04 

1912 

17,799 

1912 

1913 

15 '500 
3,500 

1905-09 

1910-14 

2,055 

250 

1920 

29,260 

1915-19 

896 

1921 

1,488 

1920-24 

289 

1927 

19,965 

1925-29 

2,005 

1928 

14,992 

1930-34 

209 

SANTA  ANNA  D.D.  #2 

1935 

1936 

10,933 

11,186 

1935-39 

200 

County:  De  Witt 

Org: 

Acres:  2,780 

7-HICKORY  la  D.D. 

SANTA  FE  D.  8c  L.DIST. 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

Acres:  920 

1886 

17,637 

County:  Clinton 

1893 

4,205 

Org:  1886 

1897 

5,001 

Acres:  2,266 

1898 

11,297 

7-HICKORY  D.D.  #lh 

Pumping  plant 

1899 

6,029 

County:  Coles 

296  111.263 

1906 

11,501 

Org: 

1912 

26,000 

Acres:  2270 

SANTA  FE  TWP .  D.D.  #2 

1929 

31,436 

24,000 

7 -HICKORY  D.D.  #2 

1916 

6,552 

2,500 

1915-19  ' 

1,200 

County:  Coles 

County:  Clinton 

1920-24 

1,500 

Org: 

Org:  1916 

Acres:  983 

1925-29 

300 

Acres:  4460 

SARATOGA  D.D. 

7-HICKORY  D.D.  #6 

1929 

45,576 

34,000 

County:  Coles 

County:  Marshall 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  1,823 

345  111.20 

Org: 

Acres:  690 

Includes  $18,000  refunding  Issue, 


Refunding  Issue 
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7-HICKORY  D.D.  #7 

County:  Colo 3 

Org: 

Acres:  970 

User 

SHABBONA  SP.  D.D. 

1912 

(117,551 

1910-14 

5  1.500 

County:  Henry 

1913 

2,054 

1915-19 

3,000 

Org:  1910 

1916 

2,011 

1925-29 

2,500 

Acres:  3,302 

281  111.551 

1920 

2,011 

1935-39 

1,000 

SHARON  D.D. 

1924 

5,586 

1935-39 

160 

County:  Whiteside 

Org:  1924 

Acres:  490 

1929 

3,301 

SHEEHAN  LAKE  D.D.  Sub 

1930 

3,283 

County:  Monroe 

Org:  1930 

Acres : 

SHEHAN  MUTUAL  D.D. 

1911 

5,300 

County:  Y/ill 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  1,425 

SHELDON  D.D.  #1 

1919 

14,800 

1920-24 

100 

County:  Iroqubls 

1920 

3,589 

1925-29 

1,000 

Org:  1919 

1930-34 

500 

Acres:  588 

1935-39 

500 

SHELDON  MUTUAL  D.D. 

County:  Iroquois 

Org: 

Acres:  190 

SHZLHAMMER  MUTUAL, 

LAFAYETTE  DIST . 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

Acres:  1,610 

SHICK  SHACK  MUTUAL  D.D. 

County:  Cass 

Org:  1928 

Acres:  1,044 

(See  Middle  Creek  D.D.) 

SHILOH  TWP .  D.D.  #1 

1881 

1,570 

County:  Edgar 

1883 

675 

Org:  1881 

1886 

706 

Acres:  5,997 

1922 

2,499 

1929 

2,009 

1931 

1,800 

SHILOH  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1881 

245 

County:  Edgar 

1883 

245 

Org:  1881 

1886 

1,050 

Acres:  2,620 

1888 

764 

1906 

6,200 

1930 

1,548 

1932 

1,200 

1936 

700 

SHILOH  TWP.  D.D.  #3 

1882 

2,875 

County:  Edgar 

1883 

1,294 

Org:  1882 

1888 

1,174 

Acres:  6,101 

1893 

6,822 

1901 

998 

1908 

2,000 

1909 

4,250 

1920 

35,700 

SHILOH  TWP.  D.D.  #6 

1890 

3,498 

County :  Edgar 

1917 

6,936 

Org:  1890 

Acres::  1,483 

1937 

841 

SHILOH  D.D.  #7 

1897 

7,335 

County:  Edgar 

1898 

1,183 

Org:  1897 

1921 

11,698 

Acres:  7,786 

1927 

12,665 

SOB  #1,  SHILOH  D.D.  #7 

1898 

1,448 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1898 

Acres:  535 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

SHILOH  D.D.  #9 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1900 

Acres:  1,445 

1900 

$  7,000 

SHILOH  D.D.  #11 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  875 

1911 

5,000 

SHILOH  D.D.  #12 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1912 

Acres:  1,627 

1912 

10,000 

SHILOH  SP.  D.D. 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1892 

Acres:  3,856 

1892 

1907 

1920 

8,000 

2,900 

26,010 

SIBLEY  D.D. 

County:  Ford 

Org:  1921 

Acres:  4,120 

1921 

1927 

31,460 

2,500 

SIDELL  TY/P .  D.D.  #2 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1888 

Acres:  4,475 

1903 

1936 

8,921 

3,882 

SIDELL  TWP.  D.D.  #4 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1885 

Acres:  1,140 

1885 

886 

SIDELL,  CARROLL,  JAMAICA 
MUTUAL  D.D.  #2  Sub  #1 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  758 

1914 

5,340 

SIDNEY  D.D.  #1 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1898 

Acres:  2,319 

1898 

18,030 

SIDNEY  D.D.  #2 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  2840 

SILVER  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  5,571 

1909 

26,295 

1925-29 

$  2,902 

SILVER  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Madison 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  737 

1911 

5,000 

SILVER  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  St.  Clair 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  4,190 

1914 

1915 
1922 

53,577 

9,673 

2,000 

SIMS  SP.  SHILOH 
&  BUCK  D.D. 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1883 

Acres:  3320 

112  111.344 

SINKING  HOLE  D.D. 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  2,095 

276  111.286 

1913 

1918 

1920 

1925 

1929 

18,355 

11,194 

3,040 

2,200 

2,300 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1,996 

1,497 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

SIX  MILE  D.D. 

1899 

*  11,904 

1895-99 

$  914 

County i  Pike 

1907 

3,000 

1900-04 

4,570 

Orgi  1899 

1912 

3,254 

1905-09 

4,570 

Acres i  5,409 

1918 

20,452 

1910-14 

4,570 

1931 

2,350 

1915-19 

4,570 

1920-24 

4,570 

1925-29 

4,570 

1930-34 

4,570 

1935-39 

1,828 

SKILLET  PORK  D.D. 

1926 

389,803 

$320,000 

County*  Wayne 

1934 

167,530' 

Org :  1920 

Aoree*  33,600 

313  111.216 

SLOCUM  LAKE  D.D. 

County:  Lake 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  1,240 

SMOKY  ROW  D.D. 

1919 

4,725 

County:  Gallatin 

Org i  1919 

Acres*  960 

SNAKE  CREEK  D.D. 

1908 

30,200 

18,031 

1920-24 

600 

County:  Kankakee 

1910- 

4,712 

1,200 

1925-29 

1,500 

Org :  1906 

1923 

10,857 

8,500 

1930-34 

300 

Acres*  3,792 

SNY  ISLAND  D.  &  LEVEE 

1880 

100,000 

1880-84 

38,304 

County*  Pike 

1888 

100,000 

1885-89 

95,760 

Org!  1880 

1893 

150,000 

1890-94 

95,760 

Acres*  110,000 

1903 

122,000 

1895-99 

94,480 

328  111.122 

1911 

160,000 

1900-04 

94,160 

252  111.126 

1914 

190,072 

1905-09 

94,160 

109  111.505 

1918 

50,000 

1910-14 

94,160 

273  111.533 

1919 

50,000 

1915-19 

94,160 

252  Ill. 142 

1920 

50,000 

14,750 

1920-24 

94,160 

232  111.215 

1922 

75,000 

1925-29 

94,160 

222  111.95 

1924 

37,660 

1930-34 

94,160 

256  Ill .9 

1928 

633,177 

425,000 

1935-39 

37,664 

256  111.126 

1936 

280, 1001 

159  ELI. 188 

Webster  Case  1876 

(Uhreported) 

See  also  Atlas  Creek,  Sub  District 

Bay  Creek 

n 

Collins  Pond  " 

Hadley  Creek  " 

» 

Kiser  Creek  ■ 

McCraney  Creek" 

•t 

Sand  Slough  " 

♦Issued  by  original 

district  prior  to 

present  organization 

*1872 

500,000 

SOLDIERS  CREEK  D.D. 

1927 

450,300 

County*  Kankakee 

Org  *  1927 

Acres*  1,285 

331  ELI. 249 

323  111.350 

SOMONALJK  D.D.  #1 

County:  DeKalb 

Orgi 

Acres*  960 

80PER  LAKE  D.D. 

1909 

18,785 

County  t  Fayette 

Org:  1909 

Acre*:  3,637 

SOUTHARD  D.D. 

1921 

30,000 

20,000 

County*  Grundy 

Orgi  1921 

Acres*  1,560 

SOUTH  BEARDSTOWN  D.  & 

1915 

387,899 

375,300 

1915-19 

19,200 

LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1918 

86,114 

78,000 

1920-24 

53,454 

County*  Casa 

1921 

73,701 

70,000 

1925-29 

76,104 

Org  t  1913 

1922 

85,378 

82,000 

1930-34 

91,890 

Acres*  7,313 

1926 

83,895 

73,500 

1935-39 

22,076 

Pumping  Plant 

1927 

36,756 

33,000 

1936 

128, 3331 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEPITS 

DISTRICT 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

LEVIED 

Year 

Year 

Amount 

SOUTH  PORK  D.D. 

County*  Champaign 

Org  *  1903 

Acres*  3,127 

1904 

1906 

1925 

$  9,883 

1,500 
1,776 

1935-39 

$  8,760 

SOUTH  FORK  D.D.  #1 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  2,400 

SOUTH  PORK  D.D.  #2 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,600 

SOUTH  PORK  D.D.  #3 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,480 

SOUTH  ISLAND  D.D. 

County*  McHenry 

Org*  1918 

Acres*  2,460 

S.  LITCHFIELD  TWP.  D.D.  #1 
County*  Montgomery 

Org  *  1905 

Aorea*  1,160 

1905 

1906 
1911 

1,431 

1,431 

6,000 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

420 

1,660 

50 

500 

50 

60 

100 

SOUTH  MACON  D.D.  #1 

County*  Macon 

Org*  1902 

Acres  * 

S.  OTTBR  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

County!  Macoupin 

Org 1  1883 

Aorea t  1,783 

1885 

1887 

1916 

786 

4,582 

11,590 

SOUTH  OTTER  D.D.  #2 

County*  Macoupin 

Org* 

Acres*  1,700 

S.  QUINCY  D.&  L.  DIST. 
County*  Adams 

Org*  1913 

Acres:  5,182 

Pumping  Plant 

1914 

1920 

1926 

1928 

250,580 

25,000 

50,000 

25,000 

$229,250 

43.500 

22.500 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

28,750 

31,151 

35,011 

50,415 

28,738 

SOUTH  SALT  FORK  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org* 

Acres*  6,000 

SOUTHWEST  CHICAGO  D.D. 
County*  Cook 

Orgs  1926 

Acres*  2,468 

329  111.478 

1927 

60,000 

S PANKEY  D.&  LEVEE  D. 

County*  Greene 

Org  *  1917 

Acres*  825 

1917 

1921 

1922 

24,000 

5,300 

15,000 

21,000 

4,800 

13,000 

1925-29 

1930-34 

3,712 

412 

SPAHLAND  D.A  LEVEE 

County*  Marshall 

Org* 

Acres*  1,560 

1920 

15,600 

SPECIAL  MUTUAL  D.D. 

County*  Ford 

Org* 

Acres*  1,440 

Refunding  issue 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

SPECIAL  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 
County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acre as  600 

STEIDINGER  MUTUAL  D.D. 
County:  Livingston 

Org:  1923 

Acres:  2,430 

SPECIAL  D.D.  #3, 

ST.  JOSEPH  &  URBANA 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  6 #000 

SPOON  RIVER  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1903 

Acres:  18,897 

1903 

1909 

1912 

1913 
1917 
1925 
1931 

$  27,717 
8,500 
4,910 
2,000 
5,660 
70,706 
16,250 

STEVENS  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Macon 

Org:  1881 

Acres:  8,329 

STONEPORT  TWP .  D.D.  #1 
County:  Saline 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  2,280 

1883 

1886 

1912 

1914 

1927 

1928 
1930 

1909 

1914 

$  14,784 
2,982 
2,500 
3,660 
3,495 
2,498 
16,263 

14,823 

2,000 

1890-94 

1895-99 

1900-04 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

$  994 

1,150 
2,600 
3,000 
2,300 

2.250 

1.250 
3,790 
3,153 
1,233 

SPOON  RIVER  D.  &  L 

County:  Pulton 

Org: 

Acres  2500 

332  111.192 

STONINGTON  D.D.  ,fl 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,420 

SPOON  RIVER  D.D. 

County:  Stark 

Org:  1930 

Acres:  3,789 

1930 

69,970 

$  47,000 

STONINGTON  D.D.  #2 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  2,400 

SPRING  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Iroquois 

Org:  1931 

Acres:  15,133 

1931 

87,282 

STONINGTON  D.D.  #3 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  2,140 

SPRING  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Kankakee 

Org:  1903 

Acres:  61,483 

356  111.204 

335  111.147 

238  111.521 

227  111.604 

222  111.441 

215  111.501 

249  111.260 

1925 

1928 

15,558 

5,010 

STONINGTON  D.D.  #4 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  2,500 

STONINGTON  D.D.  #5 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,840 

SPRING  LAKE  D.  &  L.  DIST. 
County:  Tazewell 

Org :  1903 

Acres:  12,055 

Pumping  Plant 

253  111.479 

1905 

1911 

1914 

1915 

1916 
1920 
1922 
1925 
1927 
1933 

287,668 

28,335 

156,784 

18,090 

96,900 

84,748 

60,283 

72,330 

84,389 

269,431 

288,000 
25,500 
156,000 
16,000 
96,000 
76,000 
47,000 
72,000 
76,000 
259, 2001 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

j  64,070 
60,285 
90,410 
114,522 
126,577 
126,576 

STONINGTON  MUTUAL  D.D.  #2 
County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,210 

STONY  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Vermilion 

Crg:  1906 

Acres:  11,076 

1907 

1908 
1921 

26,346 

4,344 

29,393 

SPRING  LAKE  D.D.  #1 

County:  Tazewell 

Org: 

Acres:  1,190 

STONY  CREEK  D.D.  Sub  #1 
County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1929 

Acres :  770 

1929 

1936 

10,250 

1,025 

SQUAW  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Lake 

Org: 

Acres:  3900 

STRASBURG  D.D. 

Comity:  Shelby 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  960 

STANDLEY  D.D. 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1912 

Acres:  642 

1912 

8,900 

STRASSER  LAKE  D.D.  Sub 
County:  Monroe 

Org:  1930 

Acres:  669 

1930 

2,363 

1930-34 

1935-39 

266 

200 

STANTOH  SP.  D.D.  #1 

C  ounty :  Champa lgn 

Org:  1908 

Aorea:  8,070 

1909 

1910 
1913 

15,000 

2,000 

1,000 

STRINOTOWN  LEVEE  &  D.D. 
County:  Monroe 

Org:  1884 

Acres:  5,000 

1884 

1890 

1892 

17,182 

2,551 

2,614 

STATE  FARM  D.D. 

County:  Fayette 

Org: 

Acres:  650 

■Refunding  issue 


122 


TABLE  I— INVENTORY  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS— continued 


DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

SUGAR  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Ford 

Org :  1908 

Aero a:  4,030 

1908 

1930 

$  22,445 
4,083 

1926-29 

1930-34 

$  6,700 

4,158 

SUGAR  CREEK  D.D.  Sub  #1 
County:  Ford 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  686 

1909 

5,000 

SUGAR  CREEK  D.D.  Sub  #2 
County:  Ford 

Org:  1928 

Acres:  803 

1928 

10,005 

♦  3,600 

SUGAR  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org: 

Acres:  14,840 

SUGAR  OROVE  D.D.  #1 

County j  Kan. 

Org i  1905 

Acre. :  600 

224  111.408 

SUGAR  LOAF  A  CEMTBR- 
VTMB  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

County!  St.  Clair 

Org!  1884 

Acr.a : 

127  n 1.240 

SULLIVAN  D.D. 

County:  Ford 

Org :  1908 

Acres:  2,120 

1908 

7,552 

SULLIVAN  D.D.  #1 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  560 

S DLL IV AH  D.D.  #2 

County!  Livingston 

Orgi  1919 

Acres!  2,420 

SULLIVAN  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

County:  Moultrie 

Org* 

Acres:  4,347 

1929 

19,129 

SULLIVAN  TWP-  D.D.  #5 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres :  790 

1929 

7,002 

SULLIVAN  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 
County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres :  720 

SUMMITT  D.D. 

County:  Whiteside 

Org:  1916 

Acres:  1,204 

1917 

1930 

22,905 

5,260 

4,000 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1,600 

400 

SWAN  LAKE  D.D. 

County:  Whiteside 

Org :  1893 

Acres:  7,195 

1893 

1898 

1905 

1907 

1914 

1920 

1935 

20,000 

1,000 

3,009 

10,036 

1,059 

14,009 

6,500 

1895-99 

1900-04 

1910-14 

1,000 

500 

350 

TALKINGTON  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 
County:  Sangamon 

Org :  1910 

Acres:  675 

1910 

3,500 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

US  VIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

TALKIMOTON  MUTUAL  D.D.  #2 

1914 

«  3,000 

County:  Sangamon 

Org :  1914 

Acres:  800 

TALKINGTON  MUTUAL  D.D.  #3 

1915 

1,500 

County:  Sangamon 

Org:  1915 

Acres!  240 

TAMALCO  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1884 

1,438 

County:  Bond 

Org :  1884 

Acres:  2,560 

Disbanded  1890 

1885 

1,442 

TAMPICO,  PROPHETSTOV/N , 

1885 

1,250 

1880-85 

t  500 

&  HUME  D.D.  fc  Subs . 

1890 

500 

1900-04 

500 

Mutual 

1892 

500 

1905-09 

2,500 

County:  Whiteside 

1894 

1,568 

1910-14 

1,500 

Org:  1882 

1896 

5,800 

1915-19 

2,200 

Acres:  40,000 

1897 

2,200 

1920-24 

3,600 

1898 

1,800 

1925-29 

2,000 

1899 

300 

1903 

1,650 

1904 

4,060 

1905 

2,030 

1906 

3,001 

1907 

2,118 

1909 

6,951 

1912 

2,300 

1915 

3,045 

1916 

125 

1918 

253 

1919 

1,100 

1920 

6,708 

1921 

6,350 

1922 

9,971 

1923 

2,006 

1926 

8,100 

1927 

8,788 

1928 

4,711 

1929 

10,004 

1931 

826 

1935 

1,024 

1937 

3,817 

TARR  ADDITION  D.D. 

1928 

2,828 

County:  Macon 

Org:  1927 

Acres:  48 

TAYLOR  POND  D.D. 

1902 

10,465 

1900-04 

526 

County:  Lawrence 

1911 

4,886 

1905-09 

1,978 

Org:  1901 

1918 

24,710 

1910-14 

526 

Acres:  7,110 

1919 

5,888 

1915-19 

526 

1930 

15,078 

$  4,336 

1920-24 

5,000 

1925-29 

3,479 

1930-34 

2,858 

1935-39 

1,850 

TAXLORVILLE  D.D.  #1 

County:  Christian 

Org! 

Acres!  1,760 

TAYLORVILIE  D.D.  #2 

County:  Christian 

Org :  1903 

Acres:  1,220 

233  111.67 

TAYLORVILUS  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 

Countyi  Christian 

Orgi 

Acrsai  1,040 

TAYLORVILLE  MUTUAL  D.D.  #2 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  840 

TAZEWELL  COUHTY 

Malone  Twp . 

Drainage  levy 

See  Public  Laws  of 

1861V  pV  509 - 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSES3IENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Year 

loEVUiD 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

TEN  MILE  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Tazewell 

Org :  1917 

Acres  :  317 

Tile 

1917 

$  11,076 

TUSCOLA  D.D.  #13 

County:  Douglas 

Org »  1901 

Acres:  1,891 

1901 

1903 

1904 

$  10,500 

3,500 

1,300 

TEXAS  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 

County:  DeWitt 

Org: 

Acres:  4,580 

TUSCOLA  D.D.  #15 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1906 

Acres:  691 

1906 

2,865 

THOMPSONS  D.&  LEVEE  D. 
County:  Pulton 

Org :  1916 

Acres:  5,307 

1918 

1922 

1924 

398,875 

92,073 

69,858 

$289,500 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

$  26,000 
36,400 
36,400 
32,308 

TUSCOLA  D.D.  #16 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  1,100 

1911 

5,100 

TOLONO  SUB  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1925 

Acres : 

1925 

68,130 

TUSCOLA  D.D.  #17 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres:  750 

TOWN  BROOK  D.D. 

County:  Morgan 

Org :  1908 

Acres:  1,010 

1908 

4,853 

TWO  HEAD  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org: 

Acres:  3,340 

TRAVIS  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org: 

Acres:  1,690 

TRENKIE  SLOUGH  D.D. 

County:  DeWitt 

Org :  1929 

Acres:  19,365 

1929 

1930 

83,458 

34,519 

TWO  MILE  SLOUGH  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1887 

Acres:  24,751 

1888 

1900 

1901 

1905 

1906 

1907 

1911 

1912 

1913 

1927 

1928 
1930 

28,673 

120 

4,605 

12,415 

1,262 

467 

10,455 

7,120 

12,080 

45,506 

350 

2,846 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1930-34 

1935-39 

$  25,400 
200 
1,857 
20,168 

TRENKLE  SLOUGH  D.D. 

County:  Platt 

Org :  1929 

Acres:  4,762 

Tile 

1929 

83,457 

27,200 

UNION  COUNTY 

Citizens  living  in 
Mississippi  Bottoms 

See  Laws  of  1844-46. 
p.  324,353. 

TRIPIE  PORK  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  5,300 

Uhl  on  D.D.  #1,  AFTON  & 

DE  KALB  D.D. 

County:  DeKalb 

Org :  1935 

Acres:  2,560 

1935 

6,574 

TRI-POND  D.D. 

County:  Crawford 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  6,114 

Tile 

1911 

1915 

1923 

1925 

32,058 

1,013 

34,077 

11,725 

25,000 

59,000 

1925-29 

1930-34 

4,095 

819 

Union  D.D.  #1,  AFTON 

A  MILAN 

County:  DeKalb 

Org: 

Acres:  9,600 

TUSCOLA  TWP.D.D. 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1882 

Acres:  10,764 

1883 

1884 
1886 
1891 
1893 

1897 

1898 

1899 
1901 

1903 

1904 

1905 

1906 
1911 
1918 
1926 

1,630 

365 

3,500 

27,990 

8,675 

1,350 

15.500 
2,111 

10.500 
4,800 
4,000 

500 

2,863 

5,100 

10,000 

23,115 

1885-89 

1890-94 

1895-99 

1900-04 

1930-34 

500 

900 

1,200 

425 

420 

Union  D.D.  #13,  ARC OLA 
&  BOURBON 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1909 

Acres:  1,523 

Union  D.D.  #15,  ARC OLA 
&  BOURBON 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1915 

Acres : 

1909 

1911 

1915 

7,545 

1,100 

11,915 

TUSCOLA  D.D.  #4 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1892 

Acres:  2,260 

1892 

1894 

1926 

5,120 

900 

23,000 

Union  D.D.  #16,  ARCOLA 
&  BOURBON 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres:  1,440 

TUSCOLA  D.D.  #5 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1892 

Acres:  1,392 

291  111.454 

1892 

1913 

4,800 

15,659 

Uhlan  D.D.  #3,  ARCOLA 

4  BOWDKE 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1915 

Acres:  1,300 

273  Ill. 165 

1915 

1927 

6,300 

1,700 
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Union  D.D.  #3,  ARCCLA 
tc  TUSCOLA 
County:  Douglas 
Org :  1906 

Acres:  1,365 


Uhion  D.D.  #15,  ARCOLA 
tc  TUSCOLA 
County:  Douglas 
Org: 

Acres:  1,880 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  ARTESIA 
tc  RIDGELAND 
County:  Iroquois 
Org: 

Acres :  800 


Union  D.D.  #2,  ARTESIA 
tc  RIDGELAND 
County:  Iroquois 
Org: 

Acres:  800 


Union  D.D.  #3,  ARTESIA 
AND  RIDGELAND 
County:  Iroquois 
Org :  1910 

Acres:  5,220 


Union  D.D.  #1,  ASHBURY 
tc  RIDGEWAY 
County:  Gallatin 
Org:  1907 

Acres:  5,366 
Tile 


Union  D.D.  #1,  ASHKUM  tc 
DANFORTH 

County:  Iroquois 
Org :  1895 

Acres:  13,355 


Union  D.D.  #1,  ASHKUM 
AND  DANFORTH 
County:  Iroquois 
Org :  1885 

Acres:  18,120 


Union  D.D.  #1,  ASHMORE 
tc  KANSAS 
County:  Edgar 
Org :  1921 

Acres:  4,182 


Union  D.D.  #1,  ASHTON 
tc  LAFAYETTE  TWPS. 
County:  Lee 
Org: 

Acres:  2,563 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


1906 


1921 


1895 

1928 

1930 


1885 

1886 

1887 

1888 

1889 

1890 

1891 

1892 

1893 
1908 
1910 
1928 


1921 


1929 


Amount 

Levied 


$  5,500 


43,288 


18,303 

22,500 

14,398 


5,000 

6,000 

31,000 

9,000 

9,000 

12,000 

14,000 

12,000 

12,000 

13,000 

6,000 

50,900 


1,623 


14,304 


Union  D.D.  #4,  ASSUMPTION  &  FLAT  BRANCH 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  2,520 


Union  D.D.  #1,  ASSUMPTION  &  MAY 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,450 


Union  D.D.  #5,  ASSUMPTION  &  PRAIRIE  TOWN 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,520 


Bonds 

Issued 


$27,876 


10,500 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


1925-29 


1920-24 

1934-39 


1890-94 

1895-99 

1900-04 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


Amount 


504 


500 

1,530 


1,200 

5,000 

2,500 

2.500 

7.500 
5,000 
5,000 
5,000 

1.500 

2.500 


DISTRICT 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


Union  D.D.  #2,  ASSUMPTION  tc  RURAL 

County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,080 


1922 

1924 

1928 

1935 


1910 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  ATKINSON 
tc  ALBA 

County:  Henry 
Org :  1908 

Acres:  5,728 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  AUBURN  tc 
VIREEN 

County:  Sangamon 
Org :  1910 

Acres:  645 


Union  D.D.  #1,  AURORA 
tc  NAPERVILLE 
County:  Kane 
Org: 

Acres:  880 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  AVOCA  &  INDIAN  GROVE 


Amount 

Levied 


$  6,000 
4,500 
3,000 
4,500 


4,732 


Bonds 

Issued 


Org: 

Acres:  5,260 

Union  D.D.  #1,  AVON 
tc  FREMONT 

County:  Lake 

Org: 

Acres:  4,500 

Union  Mutual  D.D.  #4, 

BEMENT,  WIILOW  BRANCH 
tc  CERRO  CORDO 

County:  Platt 

Org: 

Acres:  2,500 

243  111.154 

Onion  D.D.  #1,  BOIS 

D'AflC  &  DIVERNON 

County:  Montgomery 

Org: 

Acres :  660 

Union  D.D.  #1,  BOIS 

D' ARC  tc  GIRARD 

County:  Montgomery 

Org: 

Acres •  2,280 

Onion  D.D.  #2,  BOIS 

1906 

13,500 

1905-09 

$  2,163 

D' ARC  &  KINO 

1907 

3,605 

County:  Montgomery 

1915 

1,442 

Org :  1905 

Acres:  2,378 

1928 

14,031 

Onion  D.D.  #3,  BOURBON 

1898 

8,204 

1910-14 

950 

County:  Douglas 

1900 

217 

1920-24 

2,067 

Org :  1897 

1904 

1,800 

1930-34 

3,569 

Acres:  2,270 

1905 

916 

1927 

16,000 

1928 

334 

Uhion  D.D.  #5,  BOURBON 

1899 

18,000 

1895-99 

1,181 

County:  Douglas 

1900-04 

580 

Org l  1898 

1905-09 

716 

Acres:  3,180 

1925-29 

2,000 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  BOURBON 
tc  ARCOLA 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres:  1,900 

union  D.D.  #5,  BOURBONNAIS  & 

KANKAKEE 

County:  Kankakee 

Org:  1905 

Acres:  1,060 

237  111.340 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Amount 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Uhion  D.D.  #9,  BOURBON 

1907 

#  1,574 

3c  NORTH  OKAW 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1907 

Acres :  610 

1908 

1,000 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  BOURBON 

3c  SARGENT 

County:  Dpuglas 

Org :  1914 

Acres:  498 

1914 

4,000 

Union  D.D.  BOWDRE 

1906 

6,000 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1906 

Acres :  707 

1915 

300 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  BOWDRE 

1905 

12,000 

3c  ARC  OLA 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1905 

Acres:  510 

1907 

2,100 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  BOWDRE 

3c  SARGENT 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1914 

Acres:  486 

1914 

4,000 

Union  D.D.  #6,  BOWDRE 

3c  SEVEN  HICKORY 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1906 

Acres:  6,148 

1906 

30,500 

Union  D.D.  #2  4  #3,  BRE- 

1909 

19,926 

MEN  3c  ORIAND 

1911 

8,547 

County:  Cook 

1917 

3,063 

Org :  1881 

Acres:  3,720 

1928 

12,600 

Union  D.D.  #4,  BREMEN 

1913 

8,904 

3c  ORLAND 

County:  Cook 

Org:  1912 

Acres:  2,980 

1929 

10,515 

Union  D.D.  #1,  BREWSTER 

1919 

12,085 

3c  RICE 

County:  Coles 

Org :  1919 

Acres:  1,720 

1922 

400 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  BRIAR  CREEK 

1909 

9,860 

County:  Saline 

1921 

8,825 

$  7,000 

Org :  1907 

Acres:  3,920 

1937 

9,124 

7,000 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  BRIOER 

1909 

9,869 

CREEK 

1913 

751 

County:  Sal In. 

Org:  1907 

Acre.:  3,920 

1921 

8,825 

Union  D.D.  Buck  3c 

1901 

15,000 

EMBARRASS 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1901 

Acres:  1,623 

1905 

600 

Uhion  D.D. ,  BUCK 

1920 

26,010 

4  SHILOH 

County:  Edgar 

Org :  1920 

Acr.ai  4,600 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  BUTLER 

4  FOUNTAIN  CREEK 

County:  Varmlllon 

Org: 

Acroa:  2,720 

1931 

1,300 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


Amount 


DISTRICT 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Amount 

Levied 


Bonds 

Issued 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


Amount 


1925-29 


950 


1925-29 


1905-09 

1925-29 

1935-59 


600 


4,500 

4,500 

5,800 


1910-14 


750 


Uhion  D.D.  #4,  CAMARGO 
&  BOWDRE 
County:  Douglas 
Org: 

Acres:  920 


Union  D.D.  #5,  CAMARGO  1903  $  4,900 

&  TUSCOLA  1905  1,025 

County:  Douglas 
Org :  1903 

Acres:  1,425 


Union  D.D.  #1,  CARROLL 
&  JAMAICA 
County:  Vermilion 
Org: 

Acres:  3,100 


Union  D.D.  #2,  CARROLL, 
JAMAICA  3c  SI  CELL 
County:  Vermilion 
Org: 

Acres:  2,400 


Uhlon  D.D.  #5,  CERRO  1912  16,350 

GORDO  3c  LONG  CREEK 
County:  Platt 
Org :  1912 

Acres:  1,840 


Union  D.D.  #6,  CERRO 
GORDO  3c  LONG  CREEK 
County:  Piatt 
Org: 

Acres:  1,760 


Union  D.D.  #3,  CERRO 
GORDO  3c  WILLOW  BRANCH 
County:  Platt 
Org: 

Aores:  13,460 
248  111.42 


Union  D.D.  #1,  CHARLES-  1903 

TON  3e  SEVEN  HICKORY  1907 

County:  Coles 
Org :  1898 

Acres:  2,097 


Uhion  D.D.1’#!,  CHESTER  1925 

3c  E.  LINCOLN 
County:  Logan 
Org :  1925 

Acres:  2,064 


Union  D.D.  #1,  CINCINNATI  3c  SPRING  LAKE 
County:  Tatewell 
Org: 

Aores:  2,160 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  CLINTON  3c  AFT  ON 
County:  DeKalb 
Org: 

Acres:  1,100 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  CLINT ON IA 
3c  WAPELLA 
County:  DeWitt 
Org: 

Acres:  1,880 


Union  D.D.  #2,  CLIN¬ 
TON  IA  3c  WAPELLA 
County:  DeWitt 
Org: 

Acres:  1,440 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  CORTLAND  3c  PIERCE 
County:  DeKalb 
Org: 

Acres:  4,080 


1,500 

500 


1900-04 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


1,250 


100 

310 

400 

500 

500 

1,000 

500 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Union  D.D.  #4,  CORTLAND  k  P 

EERCE 

County:  De  Kalb 

Org: 

Acres:  2,000 

Union  D.D.  #3,  CORTLAND 
k  VIRGIL 

County:  Kane 

Org:  1895 

Acres:  8,220 

353  111.110 

220  111.176 

Union  D.D.  #1,  CREEK  k 

1910 

$  15,821 

FRIENDS  CREEK 

County:  De  Witt 

Org:  1905 

Acres:  560 

Union  D.D.  #1,  CRES- 

1888 

320 

1915-19 

$  700 

CENT  AND  IROQUOIS 

1904 

12,664 

1930-34 

3,000 

County:  Iroquois 

1909 

26,000 

1935-39 

2,000 

Org:  1885 

1911 

6,000 

Acres:  4,940 

1916 

1,200 

1921 

2,800 

1929 

5,418 

Union  D.D.  #2,  CRESCENT 

1893 

4,925 

1920-24 

786 

AND  IROQUOIS 

1905 

2,340 

1925-29 

1,000 

County:  Iroquois 

1908 

1,250 

1935-39 

300 

Org :  1892 

Acres:  2,748 

1928 

6,257 

Union  D.D.  #1,  DAYTON  k 

1893 

5,101 

#  4,000 

WALLACE  TWP . 

1894 

4,537 

County:  La  Salle 

1899 

400 

Org:  1892 

1928 

400 

Acres:  1,891 

1929 

2,200 

Union  TWP.  D.D.  #1,  DORA 

1932 

9,369 

k  LOVINGTON 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres;  1,534 

Union  D.D.  #1,  DORA 
k  MT.  ZION 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  1,100 

Union  D.D.  #1  EPPARDS  POINT 

k  AVOC 

A 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  5,800 

Union  D.D.  EPPARDS  POINT 

k  PIKE 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  960 

Union  D.D.  #2  EPPARDS  POINT 

&  PONTIAC 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  1,240 

Union  D.D.  #3  EPPARDS  POINT 

&  PONT 

I  AC 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  860 

Union  D.D.  #1,  ERIE  4 

1898 

1,334 

FENTON 

1902 

16,750 

County:  Whiteside 

1906 

3,450 

Org:  1879 

1912 

300 

Acres:  9,080 

1920 

2,500 

Union  D.D.  #1,  FLORENCE 
k  WESLEY 

1918 

16,511 

County:  Will 

Org: 

Acres:  3,920 

DISTRICT 


Union  D.D.  #1,  FOUNTAIN 
CREEK  k  PIDGEON  GROVE 
County:  Iroquola 
Org:  1020 

Acres :  1,120 


Union  D.D.  #1,  FRANKFORT 
&  RICH 
County:  Will 
Org:  1892 

Acre*:  6,000 
163  111.243 


Union  D.D.  #1,  FREEDOM  1903  $  17,000 

k.  EARL  1905  1,395 

County:  La  Salle 
Org :  1902 

Acres:  6,599 


CONSTRUCTIONSASSESSMENTS 


Year 


Union  D.D.  #1,  FREEDOM  1905 

k  EARL- Sub  #1  1909 

County:  La  Salle 
Org:  1905 

Acres:  1,307 


Union  D.D.  #1,  FREEDOM 
k  EARL- Sub  #2 
County:  La  Salle 
Org:  1907 

Acres:  1,268 


Union  D.D.  #1,  FREEDOM 
k  EARL- Sub  #3 
County:  La  Salle 
Org:  1907 

Acres:  543 


Union  D.D.  #1,  FREEDOM  1908 

&  OPHIR  1909 

County:  La  Salle 
Org:  1907 

Acres:  1,283 
261  111.38 
252  111.300 
244  111.429 


Amount 

Levied 


Bonds 

Issued 


ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

LEVIED 

Year 

Amount 

Union  SP.  D.D.  1909  16,000 

FREEDOM,  WALLACE  k  DAYTON  1928  1,500 

County:  La  Salle  1937  500 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  2,314 


Union  D.D.  #5,  FRIENDS  1921  29,557 

CREEK  k  MAROA 
County:  Macon 
Org:  1920 

Acres:  1,992 


Union  D.D.  #8,  FRIENDS 
CREEK  k  MAROA 
County:  Macon 
Org: 

Acres:  1,360 


Union  D.D.  #9,  FRIENDS 
CREEK  k  MAROA 
County:  Macon 
Org: 

Acres:  2,060 


Union  D.D.  #2,  FRIENDS  CREEK  k  WHITMORE 
County:  Macon 
Org: 

Acres : 


3,500 

1,999 


10,400 


3,600 


10,000 

2,500 


#5,  FRIENDS 


County:  Macon 
Org:  1928 

Acres:  1,552 


1929 


5,568 
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DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

.LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Union  #1,  Minor  #1  of  Sub 
#2,  HAMILTON  8c  HAHNAMAN 
County:  Lee 

Org: 

Acres:  720 

1925 

1930 

1932 

1936 

1938 

$  1,500 

500 
125 
500 
500 

Union  #1,  Sub  #3, 

HAMILTON  8c  HAHNAMAN  TWP 
County:  Leo 

Org: 

Acres:  1,593 

1924 

1932 

1934 

1936 

1938 

3,200 

200 

2,634 

658 

328 

Union  D.D.  #2,  HAMILTON 
h  HAHNAMAN  TWPS. 

County:  Lee 

Org: 

Acres:  4,399 

1935 

6,000 

Sub.  #1,  UNION  D.D.  #1 
HAMILTON,  WALNUT  & 

HAHNAMAN  TWPS. 

County:  Lee 

Org: 

Acres:  2,346 

1938 

3,600 

1930-34 

1935-39 

$  2,552 

1,803 

Union  D.D.  #1,  HARMON 
&  MARION  TWPS. 

County:  Lee 

Org: 

Acres:  7,669 

265  111.609 

1926 

1937 

1,980 

8,500 

Union  D.D.  #1,  HARMON 
&  MONTMORENCY  TWPS. 

County:  Lee 

Org: 

Acres:  3,480 

1936 

10,007 

Union  D.D.  #1,  HARVEL 

8c  BO IS  D' ARC 

County:  Montgomery 

Org:  1897 

Acres:  3,148 

1897 

1899 

1905 

1909 

7,522 

4,200 

3,000 

6,592 

1900-04 

1905-09 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1935-39 

300 

1,800 

1,005 

945 

1,050 

3,002 

900 

Union  D.D.  #1,  HARVEL 

8c  PITMAN 

County:  Montgomery 

Org:  1906 

Acres:  1,672 

1906 

1908 

15,547 

5,186 

1910-14 

1915-19 

1926-29 

1935-39 

728 

3,640 

1,092 

363 

Union  D.D.  #2,  HOMER 

8c  SIDNEY 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  4,120 

Union  D.D.  #3,  HOMER 
&  SIDNEY 

County:  Champaign 

Org: 

Acres:  1,400 

Uni-on  D.D.  #1,  HONEY 

POINT  &  SHAW'S  POINT 

County:  Macoupin 

Org:  1910 

Acres:  490 

1910 

2,829 

Union  D.D.  #8,  HUMBOLDT 
&  ARC OLA 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1906 

Acres:  2,467 

1907 

1930 

11,000 

915 

Union  D.D.  #1,  HUMBOLDT 

8c  NORTH  OKAW 

County:  Coles 

Org:  1903 

Acres:  2,430 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Union  D.D.  #1  ,GANEER  &  BOURBONNAIS 

County:  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres:  845 

Union  D.D.  #1,  OARRETT 

1883 

$  1,392 

1885-89 

4  1,192 

&  BOURBON 

1804 

255 

County:  Douglas 

1887 

297 

Org:  1882 

1922 

2,635 

Acres:  4,305 

1930 

2,805 

1932 

2,140 

Union  D.D.  #17,  GARRETT 

8c  BOURBON 

1912 

4,384 

1925-29 

200 

County:  Douglas 

Org:  1911 

Acres:  640 

Union  D.D.  #1,  GIRARD 

1909 

16,438 

8c  VIRDEN 

1912 

1,200 

County:  Macoupin 

Org:  1908 

Acres:  2,205 

Union  D.D.  #1, 

GRANARY  CREEK 

County:  Kankakee 

Org:  1920 

Acres : 

Dissolved 

307  111.425 

Union  D.D.  #1, 

GRANT  8c  ROSS 

County:  Vermilion 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  1,160 

343  111.443 

322  111.281 

331  111.396 

Union  SP.  D.D.  GREEN- 
VILLE-FAIRFIELD-QOLD 

County:  Bureau 

Org:  1895 

Acres:  9,800 

Union  D.D.  #1,  HAHNAMAN 
&  MONTMORENCY 

County:  Whiteside 

Org:  1882 

Acres : 

227  111.303 

220  111.206 

HAHNEMAN  8c  MONTMORENCY 

1929 

12,270 

Union  D.D.  #2 

1930 

2,454 

County:  Whiteside 

Org:  1884 

Acres:  5,280 

Union  D.D.  #1,  HAMILTON 

1928 

4,500 

8c  EAST  GROVE  TWPS. 

1932 

1,125 

County:  Lee 

1935 

562 

Org: 

Acres:  1,021 

1936 

1,500 

Union  D.D.  #1,  HAMILTON 

1925 

1,500 

&  HAHNMAN  TWPS. 

1926 

500 

County:  Lee 

1927 

95,000 

$  67,000 

Org:  1882 

Acres:  9,928 

Union  #2,  Sub#l,  HAM- 

1929 

3,000 

ILTON  4  HAHNAMAN  TWPS. 

1935 

500 

County:  Lee 

Org: 

Acres:  760 

Union  D.D.  #1.  Sub  #2. 

1924 

500 

HAMILTON  8c  HAHNAMAN  TWPS. 

1925 

4,800 

County:  Lee 

1926 

1,500 

Org: 

1928 

2,500 

Acres:  3,440 

1935 

638 

1936 

638 

1938 

900 
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DISTRICT 


Union  D.D.  #2, 
5c  NORTH  OKAW 
County:  Coles 
Or*;: 

Acres:  2,430 


Union  D.D.  ffl,  HUME  & 
PROPHET ST OWN 
County:  Whiteside 
Org :  1882 

Acres:  3,600 


Union  D.D.  jf2 ,  ILLIOPO- 
LIS  &  LANESVILLE 
County?  Sangamon 
Org:  1927 

Acres*  1,376 
339  111.57 


Union  D.D.  #1,  IROQUOIS 
5-  CRESCENT 
County:  Iroquois 
Org:  1884 

Acres:  5,140 
222  111.489 


Union  D.D.  ff  1,  JANESVILLE 
5c  PITMAN 

County:  Montgomery 
Org: 

Acres:  2,140 


Union  D.D.  #1,  KANE 
&  KENDALL 
County:  Kane 
Org:  1890 

Acres:  700 
234  111.584 
233  111.417 


Union  D.D.  #1,  KANEVILLE 
&  BLACKBERRY 
County:  Kane 
Org: 

Acres:  4,680 


Union  D.  D.  #1,  KANEVILLE 
5c  PIERCE 
County:  Kane 
Org: 

Acres:  2,000 


Union  D.D.  #1,  KANSAS  5c 
ASHMORE 
County:  Edgar 
Org:  1907 

Acres:  4,726 


Union  D.D.  ffl ,  KING 
5c  BEAR  CREEK 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,240 


Union  D.D.  #1,  KING 
&  BOIS  D  * ARC 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  3,750 


Union  D.D.  #3,  KING 
&  BOIS  D’ ARC 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,050 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


1883 

1804 

1807 

1890 

1893 

1895 

1098 

1900 

1903 

1907 

1912 

1927 

1928 

1929 


1928 


1909 

1921 


Amount 

Levied 


6,662 

2,217 

2,932 

977 

5,073 

5,073 

1,017 

252 

752 

10,500 

2,000 

13,000 

3,309 

2,482 


15,990 


26,500 

11,030 


Bonds 

Issued 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

annual 

BE1IEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

LEVIED 

Year 

Amount 

Union  D.D.  ffl,  KING  5c 

1883 

%  10,422 

1890-94 

$  729 

HARVEL 

1395-99 

1,060 

County:  Montgomery 

1905-09 

530 

Org:  1883 

1920-24 

448 

Acres:  3,203 

1925-29 

986 

118  111.139 

1930-34 

369 

Union  D.D.  #2,  KING  Jc  HARVEL 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  4,790 

Union  D.D.  //3,  KING 

5c  HARVEL 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  2,965 

Union  D.D.  ffl,  KING 
&RICKS 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  1,500 

Union  D.D.  LAKE  RUN 

1919 

3,000 

County:  Kane 

Org:  1910 

Acres : 

Union  D.D.  ffl 

1920 

100,099 

1920-24 

4,500 

LANESVILLE  5c  ILLIOPOLIS 

1930-34 

2,705 

County:  Sangamon 

Org :  1880 

Acres:  10,442 

Union  D.D.  ffl 

1391 

8,000 

1895-99 

3,800 

LEECH  &  MASSILION 

1898 

1,800 

1900-04 

435 

County:  Wayne 

1901 

2,800 

1910-14 

200 

Org:  1890 

1904 

1,950 

1915-19 

2,750 

Acres:  3,970 

Pumping  Plant 

1909 

6,000 

1920-24 

3,528 

1922 

15,022 

11,000 

1925-29 

300 

245  111.318 

1937 

13,020 

7,200 

1930-34 

834 

156  111.108 

1935-39 

834 

Union  D.D.  ffl,  LOCUST  5c  MY 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  3,600 

Union  D.D.  #2,  LOCUST  &  MY 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  2,040 

Union  D.D.  ffl,  LONG 

CREEK  5c  OAKLEY 

1908 

14,549 

County:  Macon 

Org:  1908 

Acres : 

Union  #2  LONG  CREEK  5c 

OAKLEY  D.D. 

1909 

13,046 

County:  Macon 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  1,304 

Union  D.D.  jf2  LONG  POINT  &  G 

^OVELA 

ND 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  3,100 

Union  D.D.  #3 

LONG  POINT- NEBRASKA  D.D. 

1928 

46,594 

21,200 

County:  Livingston 

Org:  1927 

Acres:  2,826 

Union  D.D.  #3 

LONG  POINT  5c  OAKLEY 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres : 

Dissolved 

264  111.514 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


DISTRICT 


Year 


Union  D.D.  #1,  LONG  POINT  Sc  READING 
County:  Livingston 
Org: 

Acres:  1,960 


Amount  Bonds 

Levied  Issued 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


Amount 


DISTRICT 


Uhlon, D.D.  #10,  MAROA 
Sc  FRIENDS  CREEK 
County:  Macon 
Org: 

Acres:  2,020 


Union  SP.  D.D. 
LORE ME  &  YORKTOWN 
County:  Henry 
Org:  1878 

Acres:  16,400 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MAR- 
T INTON  Sc  IROQUOIS 
County :  Ir oquo i s 
Arg :  1883 

Acres:  6,125 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Amount 

Levied 


Bonds 

Issued 


1909 

1920 

1925 


£  36,400 
9,000 
7,091 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


Amount 


1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


$  200 
400 

1.500 

2.500 

2,000 


Uhlon  D.D. ,  LOVINGTON, 
LOWE,  &  JONATHAN  CREEK 
County:  Moultrie 
Org: 

Acres:  2,560 


1931  $  3,615 

1935  1,373 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MAST 
County:  Moultrie 
Org: 

Acres:  3,184 


1929 


880 


Union  D.D.  #1,  LOWE  Sc 
JONATHAN  CREEK 
County:  Moultrie 
Org: 

Acres:  4,632 


1928 

1933 

1936 


10,600 

1,060 

2,500 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MATTOON 
Sc  LAFAYETTE 
County:  Coles 
Org :  1905 

Acres:  1,515 


1905 

1909 

1914 

1925 


9,720 

4,900 

350 

5,600 


1905-09  400 

1920-24  395 


Union  D.D.  #1,  LYMAN  Sc 
WALL 

County:  Ford 
Org: 

Acres:  5,640 
193  Ill. 230 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MATTOON 
Sc  WHITLEY 
County:  Coles 
Org :  1913 

Acres:  2,100 


1913  11,500 

1930  5,797 


1930-34 


1,000 


Union  D.D.  #1,  LYNDON 
Sc  FENTON 

County:  Whiteside 
Org :  1909 

Acres:  1,020 


1909 

1911 

1914 


936 

288 

127 


Union  D.D.  #3,  MAY  Sc  LOCUST 
County:  Christian 
Org :  1907 

Acres:  1,410 


1907 

1908 

1909 
1911 
1916 
1924 
1932 


8,426 

766 

306 

154 

306 

306 

100 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MALTA 
Sc  DE  KALB 
County:  DeKalb 
Org: 

Acres:  2,000 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MAY 
Sc  TAYLORVTLLE 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  2,210 


Uhlon  D.D. ,  MALTA,  MILAN,  1909 
AFTON  Sc  EE  KALB  1910 

County:  DeKalb 
Org :  1909 

Acres:  4,000 


28,000 

3,365 


1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


$  1,708 

477 
238 


Union  D.D.  #1,  McHENRY  Sc  MUNDA 
County:  McHenry 
Org :  1912 

Acres:  1,040 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MANTENO  Sc  BOURBONNAIS 
County:  Kankakee 
Org: 

Acres:  1,600 


Union  D.D.  #2,  McHENRY  Sc  MUNDA 
County:  McHenry 
Org :  1912 

Acres:  1,840 


Union  D.D.  #6,  MANTENO 
Sc  BOURBONNAIS 
County:  Kankakee 
Org  J  1892 
Acres:  4,285 
313  111.37 


1892 

1913 

1928 


4,848 

55,839 

4,948 


1910-14 


815 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MILAN 
Sc  DORA 

County:  Macon 
Org: 

Acres : 

237  111.265 


Union  D.D.  #7,  MANTENO 
Sc  BOURBONNAIS 
County:  Kankakee 
Org:  1892 

Acres:  1,008 


1892 

1893 
1916 


3,069 

667 

150 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MILAN 
&  SOUTH  MACON 
County:  Macon 
Org :  1893 

Acres:  1,305 
175  111.575 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MANTENO 
Sc  PEOTONE 
County:  Will 
Org: 

Acres:  660 
163  111.428 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  MILTON 
Sc  WINFIELD 
County:  DuPage 
Org :  1886 

Acres : 

165  111.156 


Union  D.D.  #10,  MANTENO 
Sc  PEOTONE 
County:  Kankakee 
Org: 

Acres:  1,430 


Union  D.D.  #2,  MOMENCE  Sc  GANEER 
County:  Kankakee 
Org: 

Acres:  2,320 


Uhion  D.D.  #8,  MANTENO  1896 

Sc  SUMNER  1897 

County:  Kankakee 
Org:  1896 

Acres:  486 


1,043 

223 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MOMENCE 
Sc  PEMBROKE 
County:  Kankakee 
Org: 

Acres:  1,745 
324  111.81 


1923 


27,975 


130 


TABLE  I— INVENTORY  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS-continued 


DISTRICT 


1931 


1912 

1920 

1925 


1905 

1909 

1914 

1915 
1917 
1919 
1929 
1931 


1929 

1930 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MOMENCE 
Sc  YELLOWHEAD  TWP. 
County j  Kankakee 
Org:  1912 

Acres:  10,259 
Tile 


Uhion  D.D.  #2,  MONEE  Sc 
GREEN  QARIEN 
County:  Will 
Org :  1912 

Acres:  1,926 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MONEE, 
WILL  Sc  CRETE 
County:  Will 
Org :  1904 

Acres:  3,347 


Uhion  D.D.  #2,  MONTMO¬ 
RENCY  &  COLOMA 
County:  Whiteside 
Org:  1880 

Acres:  1,536 


Uhion  D.D.  #5,  MONTMORENCY 
Sc  COLOMA 

County:  Whiteside 
Org :  1883 

Acres : 

237  111.40 


Union  D.D.  #2,  MOSQUITO  &  MT.  AUBURN 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  440 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MOSQUITO  Sc  STONINOTON 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  2,250 


Union  D.D.  #2,  MOSQUITO  Sc  STONINGTON 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,080 


Union  D.D.  #1,  MUNDA  Sc  WAUCONDA 
County:  McHenry 
Org: 

Acres :  980 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


Amount 

Levied 


$  14,015 


7,500 

1,577 

5,494 


9,000 

579 

5,400 

1,000 

1,486 

715 

3,023 

755 


13,000 

4,534 


Union  D.D.  #4,  MURDOCK 
Sc  BOWDRE 
County:  Douglas 
Org:  1900 

Acres:  1,518 


Union  D.D.  #2,  MURDOCK 
Sc  CAMARGO 
County:  Douglas 
Org:  1900 

Acres:  3,780 
211  Ill. 328 


Union  D.D.  #4,  MURDOCK 
Sc  CAMARGO 
County:  Douglas 
Org:  1902 

Acres:  5,654 


Union  D.D.  #3,  MURDOCK 
Sc  NEWMAN 
County:  Douglas 
Org:  1900 

Acres:  5,288 
211  111.328 


1900 

1918 


1902 

1904 

1905 


1900 

1901 
1929 


7,000 

8,000 


16,000 

1,000 

12,390 


23,675 

3,500 

4,293 


Bonds 

Issued 


$  10,000 


9,000 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


Amount 


1900-04 

1904-09 


400 

100 


DISTRICT 


1896 

1907 

1936 


1908 

1917 


Union  D.D.  #10,  MURDOCK 

&  NEWMAN 
County:  Douglas 
Org :  1895 

Aores:  1,277 


Union  Mutual  D.D.  #10, 
MURDOCK  Sc  NEWMAN 
County:  Douglas 
Org:  1908 

Acres:  1,265 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  MURDOCK 
Sc  RAYMOND 
County:  Champaign 
Org: 

Acres:  2,700 


Uhion  D.D.  #5,  MURDOCK 
Sc  SARGENT 
County:  Douglas 
Org: 

Acres:  1,450 


Union  D.D.  #1,  NEOGA 
Sc  SPRING  POINT 
County:  Shelby 
Org: 

Acres:  720 


Union  D.D.  #1,  NEWELL 
&  ROSS 

County:  Vermilion 
Org: 

Acres:  2,570 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  NEWMAN 
Sc  MURDOCK 
County:  Douglas 
Org: 

Acres:  11,530 


Union  D.D.  #1,  NEWPORT  Sc  ANTIOCH 
County:  Lake 
Org :  1924 

Acres:  650 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


Union  D.D.  #1,  NOKOMIS 
Sc  ROUNDTREE 
County:  Montgomery 
Org :  1921 

Acres:  902 


1921 


Amount 

Levied 


|  286 
7,769 
2,590 


1,500 

2,466 


Bonds 

Issued 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


1905-09 


Amount 


600 


11,084 


Union  D.D.  #1, 
Lake 


NORTHFIELD  Sc  DEERFIELD 


Org :  *  1910 

Acres:  680 

Union  D.D.  #1,  NORTH 

OKAW  Sc  EAST  NELSON 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

Acres:  520 

Onion  D.D.  #1,  NORTH 

1904 

13,000 

OKAW  *  HUMBOLDT 

1910 

11,901 

County:  Coles 

1920 

1,355 

Org :  1903 

Acres:  2,466 

1937 

1,081 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  NORTH 

OKAW  Sc  MATT  0  ON 

County:  Coles 

Org :  1904 

Acres:  800 

1904 

4,000 

Uhion  D.D. ,  NORTHVULE, 
SANEWICH  Sc  LITTLE  ROCK 
County:  DeKalb 

Org:  1912 

Acres : 

1913 

32,000 

1920-24 

1925-29 


1915-19 

1925-29 

1930-35 


502 

502 


6,300 

6,400 

2,000 
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ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

LEVIED 

Year 

Amount 

DISTRICT 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


Amount 

Levied 


Bonds 

Issued 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


DISTRICT 


Year 


Amount 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


Amount 

Levied 


Bonds 

Issued 


Union  D.D.  #2,  OAKWOOD 
tc  PILOT 

Countyi  Vermilion 
Orgi 

Acres:  1,020 


Union  D.D.  #1,  OAKWOOD 
&  VANCE 


tc  VANCE 
County 
Org: 

Acres:  740 


:  VAN UK 

County:  Vermilion 
Org: 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  OOEEN 
4  STANTON 
County:  Champaign 
Org  i 

Acres:  2,150 


Union  D.D.  #1,  OKAW  4 
TODDS  POINT  TOPS. 
County:  Shelby 
Org: 

Acre.:  2,088 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  ONAKOA 
AND  RIDGELAND 
County :  Iroquois 
Org  i  1903 
Acres:  3,750 


Union  D.D.  #2,  ONARGA 
tc  RIDGEIAND 
Countyi  Iroquois 
Org:  1888 

Acres :  810 


Union  D.D.  #6,  ORIAND 
tc  FRANKFORT 
County:  Cook 
Org:  1892 

Acres :  928 


1928 


1903 

1904 
1937 


1932 


1897 

1899 

1904 

1926 


815 


6,000 

2,200 

2,500 


1,500 


300 

650 

450 

8,297 


1925-29 

1935-39 


600 

500 


Union  D.D.  #1,  PANA  tc  ASSUMPTION 
County:  Chrlstln 
Org: 

Acres:  12,320 
289  Ill. 566 
282  111.514 
265  111.317 


Uhlon  D.D.  #3,  PANA  tc  ASSUMPTION 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Aorea:  7,480 


union  D.D.  #1,  PANA 
tc  RURAL 

County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  2,160 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  PAPI- 
NBAU  tc  MART  INTON 
County:  Iroquois 
Org :  1891 

Acres:  3,200 


Uhlon  D.D.  #2,  PARIS 
8c  BUCK 

County:  Bdgar 
Org: 

Acres:  1,950 


Union  D.D.  #1,  PARIS  4 
EDGAR 

County:  Bdgar 
Org:  1882 

Aorea:  4,280 


Union  D.D.  #1,  PELLA 
4  BRENTON 
County:  Ford 
Org :  1890 

Acres:  1,218 
215  111.212 


1891 

1893 

1915 


3,000 

300 

11,582 


1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


633 

1,055 

1,055 

844 


1918 


1894 

1900 

1901 

1902 

1903 
1919 


14,000 


470 

1,094 

280 

10,500 

23,535 

25,906 


1905-09 

1925-29 

1935-39 


500 

7,002 

2,560 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  PELLA  4 
BRENTON-Sub  #1 
County:  Ford 
Org I  1903 
Acres:  896 


union  D.D.  #1,  PELLA  4 
BRENTON-Sub  #2 
County:  Ford 
Org:  1917 

Acres:  1,679 


Union  D.D.  #1,  PENN 
4  PICKAWAY 
County:  Shelby 
Org: 

Acres:  790 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  PBOTONE  1892  2,000 

4  MANTBNO  1893  170 

County:  Will  1897  800 

Org:  1891 

Acres:  658 


Union  D.D.  #2,  PEOTONE 
4  WILTON 
County:  Will 
Org: 

Acres:  1,720 


Union  D.D,  #1,  PHILO 
4  CRITTENDEM 
County:  Champaign 
Org: 

Acres:  7,840 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  PHILO 
4  SIDNEY 

County:  Champaign 
Org: 

Acres:  2,320 


Union  D.D.  #1,  PITMAN 
4  BOIS  D* ARC 
County:  Montgomery 
Org: 

Acres:  1,020 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  PLATO  4  1931  2,995 

RUTLAND 
County:  Eme 
Org :  1905 

Acres : 


Union  D.D.  #1,  PLEASANT  1905  4,938 

VIEW  4  PRAIRIETON 
County:  Macor 
Org :  1905 

Acres : 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  PRAIRIETCWN  4  PLEASANT  VIEW 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,680 


1904 


1917 


$  3,981 


9,426 


1915-19 


$  8,888 


Union  D.D.  #1,  RAYMOND  1910 

4  HARVEL 

County:  Montgomery 
Org :  1910 

Acres:  2,065 
249  111.180 


Union  D.D.  #1,  RAYMOND 
4  ROUNDTREE 
County:  Montgomery 
Org: 

Acres:  3,720 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  READING  4  OSAGE 
County:  Livingston 
Org: 

Acres:  1,410 
240  Ill. 196 
226  Ill. 275 


13,422 


1910-14 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 


2,063 

1,445 

3,717 

2,478 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

LEVIED 

Year 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Union  D.D.  #1,  RICH 

1897 

$  1,000 

Union  D.D.  #2,  ST.  JOSEPH 

ft  FRANKFORT 

1899 

1,000 

ft  OGDEN 

County:  Cook 

1906 

12,000 

County:  Champaign 

Org:  1892 

1909 

1,439 

Org :  1880 

Acres:  5,140 

1912 

1,200 

Acres:  1,720 

1915 

900 

106  111.376 

1917 

10.000 

1919 

144 

1920 

3,000 

1925 

14,000 

Union  D.D.  #1,  SAL IN A 
ft  ESSEX 

County:  Kankakee 

Org: 

Union  D.D.  #1,  RICKS 
ft  ROUNDTREE 

Acres:  880 

County:  Christian 

Org! 

Acres:  620 

Union  D.D.  #1,  SAND  PRAIRIE 

c  CINCINNATI 

County:  Tazewell 

Org: 

Acres:  1,158 

Union  D.D.  #2,  RICKS  &  ROUNDTREE 

County:  Christian 

Org: 

Across  915 

Union  D.D.  #2,  SARGENT 

1907 

%  3,285 

1925-29 

$  1,150 

ft  EMBARRASS 

1910 

5,500 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1903 

1929 

7,500 

union  D.D.  #3,  RICKS 
ft  ROUNDTREE 

Acres:  5,260 

County;  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  920 

Union  Mutual  D.D.  #1, 

1906 

15,000 

SARGENT  ft  NEWMAN 

1908 

800 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1906 

Union  D.D.  #4,  RICKS 
ft  ROUNDTREE 

Acres:  4,049 

County:  Christian 

Orgs 

Acres:  1,430 

Union  D.D.  #1,  SERENA 
-FREEDOM 

1918 

33,003 

County:  LaSalle 

Org:  1917 

Union  D.D.  #2,  RIDGEWAY 

1909 

2,702 

Acres:  2,061 

ft  ASBURY 

1929 

18,385 

11,000 

County:  Gallatin 

Org :  1910 

Acres:  5,965 

Union  D.D.  #2,  SEVEN 

HICKORY  ft  HUMBd.Br 

County:  Coles 

Org: 

Union  D.D.  #1,  ROB  ROY 
ft  SUGAR  OROVE 

Acres:  2,050 

County:  Kane 

Org: 

Acres:  2,000 

Union  D.D.  #3,  SEVEN 

HICKORY  AND  HUMBOLDT 

County:  Coles 

Org :  1901 

Union  D.D.  #1, 

Acres:  3,300 

ROCK  ISLAND  ft  MERCER 

262  111.387 

County:  Rock  Island 

Org! 

203  111.353 

Acres:  5,270 

Union  D.D.  #1,  SEVEN 

1889 

11,000 

1890-04 

3,500 

HICKORY  ft  MORGAN 

1926 

1,200 

1895-99 

750 

Union  D.D.  #1,  ROSAMOND  ft  GREENWOOD 

County:  Coles 

1928 

1,468 

1915-19 

910 

County:  Christian 

Org:  1889 

1930 

10,900 

Org :  1906 

Acres:  830 

Acres:  2,791 

1931 

2,000 

234  111.47 

Union  D.D.  #1,  SHABBONA 

3c  MILAN 

Union  D.D.  #1,  RUTLAND 

County:  Do Kalb 

ft  PLATO 

Org: 

Comity:  Kane 

Org: 

Acres:  4,480 

Acres:  3,200 

Union  D.D.  #2,  SHELBY 
&  RICHLAND  TWPS 

1934 

125 

Union  D.D.  #1,  RUTLEDGE 

1913 

27  ,  968 

County:  Shelby 

County:  DeWitt 

Org: 

Org:  1913 

Acres:  436 

Acres:  3,752 

Union  D.D.  #1,  SHILOH 

1883 

1,718 

Union  D.D.  #1,  RUHZ 

ft  EDGAR 

1886 

865 

ft  CHESTERFIELD 

County:  Edgar 

1888 

505 

County:  Macoupin 

Org :  1882 

1910 

1,643 

Org: 

Acr««:  1,247 

1922 

325 

Acres:  5,500 

1927 

2,421 

Union  D.D.  #1, 

Union  D.D.  #2,  SHILOH 

188£ 

9,000 

ST.  ANNE  ft  PAPINEAU 

3c  YOUNG  AMERICA 

County:  Iroquois 

County:  Edgar 

Org: 

Org:  1888 

Acres : 

Dissolved 

238  111.341 

Acres:  3,495 
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Union  D.D.  #1*  SHELL 
A  YOUNG  AMERICA 
County:  Vermilion 
Orgi 

Acres:  3, 000 


Union  D.D.  #2,  SOMER 
A  STAUNTON 
County:  Champaign 
Org: 

Acres:  9,330 


Union  D.D.  #1,  STONING-  1912  |  20,500 

TON  A  BUCKHART  1920  1,401 

County:  Christian 
Org :  1912 

Acres:  4,106 


Union  D.D.  #1,  STONING  TON  A  MAY 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,660 
267  111.190 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  STONINGTON  A  PLEASANT  VIEW 
County:  Christian 
Org: 

Acres:  1,820 
267  111.190 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 
Amount  Bonds 

Levied  Issued 


Uhlon  D.D.  #1,  STONINGTON 
A  PLEASANT  VIEW 
County:  Macon 
Org :  1899 

Acres : 


Union  D.D.  #1,  SUOAR 
GROVE  A  AURORA 
County:  Kane 
Org: 

Acres:  1,670 


Union  D.D.  #1,  SUMNER, 
MANTENO,  A  WILL 
County:  Will 
Org:  1903 

Acres:  1,400 
222  111.522 


Union  D.D.  #2,  SUMNER 
&  WILL 

County:  Kankakee 
Org: 

Acres:  2,360 


Union  D.D.  #1,  TAMPICO 
A  HAHNA24AN 
County:  Whiteside 
Org: 

Acres:  6,200 


Union  D.D.  #2,  TAMPICO 
A  HAHNAMAN 
County:  Whiteside 
Org:  1881 

Acres:  2,324 


Union  D.D.  #1, 
THORNTON  A  BREMER 
County:  Cook 
Org: 

Acres : 

284  111.159 
284  111.530 
237  111.122 
237  111.262 


Union  D.D.  #1,  TODD'S 
POINT  A  PICKAWAY 
County:  Shelby 
Org: 

Acres:  960 


1899 


1886 

1895 

1910 

1911 
1915 
1920 
1927 
1930 


8,025 


453 

5,642 

339 

3,000 

1,200 

4,000 

3,000 

500 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


Amount 


DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Union  D.D.  #2,  TODD'S 

POINT  A  PICKAWAY 

County:  Shelby 

Org: 

Acres:  2,560 

Union  D.D.  #15,  TUSCOLA 

A  ARCOIA 

1907 

t  12,500 

1915-19 

$  500 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1907 

Acres:  1,905 

Union  D.D.  #14,  TUSCOLA 

1904 

4,000 

A  GARRETT 

1905 

500 

County:  Douglas 

Org :  1904 

Acres :  825 

Union  D.D.  #12,  TUSCOLA 

A  PESOTUM 

County:  Douglas 

Org: 

Acres :  720 

UNION  D.D. 

County:  Moultrie,  Coles, 

Douglas 

Org: 

Acres:  4,900 

188  Ill. 305 

UNIOH  D.D.  #1 

County:  Rock  Island 

Org: 

Acres:  5,270 

UNION  D.D.  COMBINED 

1886 

1,511 

1925-29 

1,303 

County:  Champaign 

1889 

1,446 

1930-34 

1,642 

Org:  1886 

1890 

693 

1935-39 

1,856 

Acres:  46,907 

1900 

1,190 

1906 

3,145 

1913 

15,796 

1925 

22,986 

1926 

14,267 

1928 

8,010 

1929 

36,574 

1930 

9,115 

1931 

3,000 

1933 

9,322 

1937 

3,000 

UNION  SPECIAL  D.D. 

1896 

28,500 

1895-99 

8,900 

County:  Bureau 

1907 

5,000 

1900-04 

12,000 

Org:  1895 

1908 

5,000 

1915-19 

7,000 

Acres:  9,599 

1922 

9,650 

1920-24 

11,000 

1923 

6,000 

1930-34 

13,500 

1937 

8,000 

1935-39 

2,500 

union  sp.  d.d. 

1898 

7,800 

1900-04 

1,300 

County:  Coles 

1899 

1,800 

1905-09 

1,000 

Org:  1898 

1908 

3,075 

Acres:  3,261 

1923 

12,687 

1924 

439 

UNION  SP.  D.D. 

1881 

11,447 

1900-04 

4,800 

County:  Henry 

1884 

2,862 

1910-14 

3,000 

Org :  1880 

1887 

5,463 

1915-19 

4,000 

Acres:  16,748 

1894 

3,000 

1925-29 

3,000 

1899 

2,500 

1900 

34,940 

1905 

22,380 

1908 

15,000 

1909 

15,000 

1920 

10,000 

1922 

35,000 

1923 

10,500 

1924 

8,500 

1937 

12,000 

Union  D.D.  #1,  UNITY 

A  LOVINGTON 

County:  Platt 

Org: 

Acres:  2,100 

User 
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Union  D.D.  #1,  VANCE 
&  CATLIN 

County:  Vermilion 
Org: 

Acres:  2,120 
253  m.114 
220  111.104 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  VANCE 
&  SHELL 

County:  Vermilion 
Org: 

Aores:  10,100 


Union  D.D.  #1,  VICTOR  &  SOMONAUK 
County:  DeKalb 
Org: 

Acres:  1,440 


Uhion  D.D.  #2,  VICTOR  &  SOMONAUK 
County:  DeKalb 
Org: 

Acres:  1,440 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 


Year 


1898 

1928 


1913 


1890 

1892 

1909 

1928 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  WALLACE 
WALTHAM 

County:  LaSalle 
Org:  1898 

Acres:  5,602 
239  Ill. 272 
225  111.579 


Uhion  D.D.  #2,  WAPELLA 
County:  DeWltt 
Org:  1912 

Acres:  1,086 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  WASHING¬ 
TON  &  WILL 
County:  Will 
Org :  1890 

Acres:  2,040 


Union  D.D.  #1,  WASHINGTON 
&  YELLOWHEAD 
County:  Will 
Org: 

Acres:  1,440 


Uhion  D.D.  #2,  WASHINGTON 
&  YELLOWHEAD 
County:  Will 
Org: 

Acres:  2,380 


Union  D.D.  #1,  WAUCONDA  &  FREMONT 
County:  Lake 
Org :  1913 

Acres:  600 


Amount 

Levied 


$  15,500 
18,100 


11,118 


2,080 

294 

14,000 

3,400 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  WAtffE 
&  EDWARDS  COUNTY 
County:  Wayne 
Org :  1910 

Acres:  9,041 


Uhion  D.D.  #1,  WEST 
EEERFIELD  b.  NORTHFIELD 
County:  Lake 
Org:  1910 

Acres:  4,000 


Union  D.D.  #1,  WHEATLAND 
&  NAPERVILLE 
County:  Will 
Org: 

Acres:  500 


Union  D.D.  #1,  WILLOW 
CREEK 

County:  Sangamon 
Org :  1912 

Acres:  881 


1912 

1923 

1937 


1910 

1916 

1917 
1926 


1912 


86,931 

313,467 


8,000 

3,500 

1,200 

40,000 


9,006 


Bonds 

Issued 


$  92,980 
275,000 

50,500- 


7,200 


ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


Year 


1925-29 


1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


500 


%  5,203 

3,470 
6,838 


DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  WOLF  RUN 
County:  Piatt 

Org:  1926 

Acres:  3,798 

1926 

$  14,372 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  WOLF  RUN 
(sub) 

County:  Piatt 

Org:  1926 

Acres :  655 

1926 

2,298 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  WYANET 
&  CONCORD 

County:  Bureau 

Org:  1917 

Acres:  1,280 

Union  D.D.  #5,  YOUNG 

AMERICA  &  NEWMAN 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1890 

Acres:  4,600 

1928 

12,000 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  ZUMA  & 

HAMPTON 

County:  Rock  Island 

Org :  1902 

Acres:  3,573 

1927 

35,500 

♦23,100 

UNITY  D.D.  #2 

County:  Piatt 

Org :  1886 

Acres:  1,100 

221  111.608 

UNITY  D.D.  #3 

County:  Piatt 

Org :  1886 

Acres:  8,440 

276  111.516 

UNITY  D.D. 

County:  Platt 

Org: 

Acres:  4,000 

231  111.435 

UNITY  D.D.  #9 

County:  Piatt 

Org :  1887 

Acres:  2,500 

246  111.526 

UNITY  tc  GARRETT  TWP  D.D. 

#7,  Sub  #1 

County:  Piatt 

Org:  1936 

Acres:  1,389 

1936 

1,000 

UNITY  &  LOWE  TWP  D.D.  #3 
County:  Piatt 

Org:  1926 

Acres:  8,548 

1925 

2,400 

UPPER  CACHE  D.D. 

County:  Johnson 

Org:  1921 

Acres : 

Dissolved 

313  111.11 

UPPER  SALT  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Logan 

Org:  1920 

Acres:  7,622 

Dissolved 

311  111.18 

UPPER  SALT  FORK  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1930 

Acres:  10,167 

338  111.67 

1930 

1932 

98,585 

62,696 

40,000 

Refunding  issue 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS  ' 

DISTRICT 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

USVIBU 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Iseued 

Year 

Amount 

URBANDAIZ  D.  &  LEVEE 

1926 

$  20,317 

VICTOR  D.D.  #1 

County:  Tazewell 

County:  DeKalb 

• 

Org:  1924 

Org: 

Acres:  69 

Acres:  9,800 

UTICA,  WALTHAM  &  WALLACE 

1938 

7,500 

VIENNA  D.D. 

1915 

%  22,112 

|  16,524 

SPECIAL  D.D. 

County:  Johnson 

1917 

3,287 

2,007 

County i  LaSalle 

Org*  1901 

1926 

8,868 

6,783 

Org:  1938 

Acres:  5,900 

Acres:  3,398 

VILLAGE  D.D. 

1913 

6,000 

VALLEY  CITY  LEVEE  «c  D.D. 
County:  Pike 

1921 

1937 

415,843 

*353,000 

5  98 ,809' 

1920-24 

1925-29 

$  24,940 
27,434 

Countyi  Cumberland 

Org:  1913 

1919 

1925 

1,500 

2,050 

Orgr  1920 

1930-34 

29,928 

Acres :  820 

Acres  i  4, SO*1 

1936-39 

14,964 

VIRGIL  D.D.  #1 

County:  Kans 

VALLEY  D.  tc  L.  DI3T. 

1914 

50,667 

43,500 

1915-19 

9,780 

Org: 

County:  Cass 

1916 

9,915 

1920-24 

9,780 

Acres:  3,820 

Org:  1913 

1923 

35,123 

27,000 

1925-29 

12,912 

Acres i  3,037 

1927 

17,491 

15,000 

1930-34 

6,000 

Pumping  Plant 

1928 

10,000 

1928 

4,039 

VIRGIL  D.D.  #2 

County:  Kane 

Org:  1886 

Acres:  2,080 

VALI1?Y  MOUND  D.D. 

1920 

5,905 

125  ni.47 

Countyi  Christian 

Org :  1912 

Acres !  644 

vraorL  d.d.  #3 

Countyi  Kane 

Org: 

VANCE  D.D.  #2 

Acres:  3,600 

County:  Vermilion 

363  111.437 

Org« 

Acres!  330 

VIRGIL  D.D.  H 

County:  Kanj 

VAN  DAL  IA  LEVEE  &  D.D. 

1904 

88,830 

1925-29 

16,289 

Org: 

County!  Payette 

1908 

2,100 

1930-34 

8,645 

Acres:  960 

Org  i  1903 

1909 

4,735 

1936-39 

6,337 

Acres:  11,443 

1922 

54,721 

40,431 

236  Ill. 36 

1927 

15,191 

12,378 

262  Ill. 259 

1929 

7,139 

5,515 

VOIGHT-COOPER  MUTUAL  D.D. 

247  EU.114 

33,000' 

County:  Kankakee 

234  ni.si 

Org: 

217  Ill. 661 

Acree:  1,700 

VERMILION  OROVE  D.D. 

1914 

16,119 

WABASH  D.D.  #1 

1880 

2,500 

1890-94 

*  406 

Countyi  Vermilion 

1929 

2,728 

County:  Wabash 

1895-99 

500 

Orgi  1914 

Org:  1880 

1911 

2,500 

1900-04 

400 

Acres!  1,641 

Acres:  1,368 

1905-09 

459 

1905-09 

400 

1928 

2,400 

1,800 

1910-14 

243 

VERMILION  SP.  D.D. 

1915-19 

581 

1882 

23,980 

1895-99 

133,446 

1915-19 

1,450 

County:  Ford 

1887 

50,000 

1900-04 

246,856 

1920-24 

2,258 

Orgi  1880 

1927 

65,000 

24,000 

1906-09 

26,035 

1920-24 

725 

Acres!  36,060 

1929 

7.500 

1910-14 

24,989 

1925-29 

1,266 

238  m.237 

1915-19 

13,549 

1925-29 

1^700 

238  Ill. 386 

1920-24 

41,514 

1930-34 

1,125 

1930-34 

2,000 

1930-34 

800 

1936-39 

9,000 

1935-39 

400 

VERMILION  SP.  D.D.  Sub  #1 

1905 

WABASH  D.D.  #2 

1880 

2,449 

1905-09 

7,141 

735 

1905-09 

125 

County:  Wabash 

1881 

4,977 

1910-14 

3,382 

County:  Ford 

1929 

1,350 

1910-14 

276 

Org:  1800 

1906 

1,200 

1915-19 

2,874 

Org:  1905 

1920-24 

4,410 

Acree:  2,912 

1908 

9,000 

1920-24 

4,335 

Aoree :  2,000 

1930-34 

226 

1910 

3,500 

1925-29 

1,601 

1914 

1,800 

1930-34 

1,150 

1918 

1,500 

1935-39 

700 

VERMILION  SPECIAL  D.D. 

1929 

2,623 

1928 

6,000 

4,723 

Sub  #2 

County:  Ford 

Org:  1929 

WABASH  D.D.  #3 

1885 

2,001 

1906-09 

2,439 

Acres:  760 

County:  Wabash 

1884 

500 

1910-14 

227 

Org:  1883 

1915-19 

400 

Acres:  925 

1920-24 

490 

VERMILION  TWP.D.D.  #1 

1886 

.926 

1925-29 

1930-34 

375 

1,025 

County:  LaSalle 

Org:  1884 

1935-39 

"170 

Acres :  720 

WABASH  D.D.  #4 

1883 

3,628 

1905-09 

400 

VERNON  D.D.  #1 

County:  Wabash 

1884 

691 

1910-14 

400 

Org:  1883 

1915-19 

400 

County:  Lake 

Org:  1910 

Acres :  1,080 

Acres:  1,764 

1920-24 

1926-29 

400 

320 

VERNON  D.D.  #2 

1913 

WABASH  D.D.  #5 

1884 

3,873 

1905-09 

746 

14,500 

County:  Wabash 

1914 

6,500 

1910-14 

206 

org:  1913 

Aores:  1,430 

1938 

6,562 

Org:  1883 

1926 

6,761 

4,800 

1915-19 

6,590 

Acres:  1,392 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1,041 

400 

1935-39 

300 

'■Refunding  lsaue.  'Reported  In  lump  sum. 


136 


TABLE  I— INVENTORY  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS— continued 


CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 
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DISTRICT 

Year 
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Lev  USD 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

VABASH  D.D.  #6 

1884 

$  6,026 

1905-09 

t  1,948 

WALL  TWP.  D.D. 

1898 

t  16,690 

1910-14 

#  986 

County:  Wabash 

1918 

5,000 

1910-14 

1,262 

11  Sub  Dlsts. (Comb. ) 

1899 

4,560 

1935-39 

1,764 

Org :  1884 

1920 

3,500 

$  3,000 

1915-19 

2,108 

County:  Ford 

1900 

2,500 

Acres:  2,752 

1920-24 

4,932 

Org :  1898 

1901 

300 

1925-29 

3,750 

Acres:  7,7£9 

1902 

2,025 

1930-34 

1,900 

1903 

3,674 

1935-39 

1,200 

1906 

154 

1917 

25,076 

1920 

10,574 

1926 

5,665 

■ABASH  D.D.  #7 

1888 

10,173 

1905-09 

7,752 

1927 

6,540 

County:  Wabash 

1900 

4,000 

1910-14 

5,723 

Org:  1887 

1912 

25,000 

1915-19 

5,030 

Acres:  2,125 

1920 

3,000 

1920-24 

2,317 

341  111.621 

1927 

9,000 

8,000 

1925-29 

3,500 

WALLACE  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

1894 

10,158 

t  8,000 

1930-34 

4,400 

County:  LaSalle 

1896 

20,310 

1,800 

1935-39 

1,200 

Org :  1894 

1912 

5,500 

Acres:  3,895 

1913 

1,550 

WABASH  D.D.  #8 

1890 

6,436 

1905-09 

1,458 

County:  Wabash 

1918 

6,000 

1910-14 

402 

WALTHAM  D.D.  #1 

1930 

14,432 

Org :  1889 

1924 

2,000 

1915-19 

2,182 

County:  LaSalle 

Acres:  2,610 

1920-24 

2,498 

Org :  1930 

1925-29 

2,900 

Acres:  1,462 

1930-34 

800 

1935-39 

800 

WARREN  D.D.  #1 

WABASH  D.D.  #9 

County:  Lake 

1890 

7,300 

1905-09 

2,928 

Org :  1923 

County:  Wabash 

1909 

6,300 

1910-14 

3,200 

Acres:  1,080 

Org :  1890 

1910 

700 

1915-19 

2,291 

Acres:  1,235 

1928 

4,059 

2,000 

1920-24 

2,283 

1925-29 

300 

1930-34 

202 

WASHINGTON  TWP.  D.D. 

1906 

5,806 

5,500 

1935-39 

100 

County:  Carroll 

Org :  1904 

Acres:  766 

WABASH  D.D.  #10 

1892 

6,567 

1905-09 

1,572 

County:  Wabash 

1911 

12,000 

1910-14 

2,998 

Org:  1891 

1912 

1,606 

1915-19 

2,166 

Acres:  2,104 

1925 

7,500 

6,000 

1920-24 

3,298 

WASHINGTON  TWP. D.D.  Sub  #3 

1903 

3,011 

1925-29 

4,318 

County:  Will 

1904 

412 

1930-34 

1,866 

Org :  1903 

1918 

1,219 

1935-39 

1,650 

Acres :  480 

1919 

1,220 

1923 

1,334 

WABASH  D.D.  #11 

1893 

4,016 

County:  Wabash 

1918 

10,000 

7,000 

WASHINGTON  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

1884 

1,522 

Org: 

1924 

8,655 

County:  Will 

1896 

2,310 

Acres:  1,600 

Org :  1884 

1901 

1,163 

Acres:  2,341 

1904 

10,542 

1923 

2,126 

1924 

10,530 

WABASH  D.D.  #A3 

1897 

613 

1905-09 

233 

County:  Wabash 

Org:  1897 

Acres :  146 

WASHINGTON  TV/P.  D.D.  #2 

1896 

2,477 

County:  Will 

1905 

269 

Org :  1896 

1909 

269 

Acres :  759 

1918 

270 

WABASH  D.D.  #14 

1903 

2,900 

1905-09 

1,342 

344  111.43 

1925 

581 

County:  Wabash 

1910-14 

342 

1929 

290 

Org :  1903 

1916-19 

616 

Acres :  918 

1920-24 

1,023 

1925-29 

600 

1930-34 

300 

WASHINGTON  TWP.  D.D.  #3 

1902 

10,018 

1935-39 

500 

County:  Will 

1909 

10,075 

Org:  1902 

1918 

2,042 

Acres:  4,555 

1920 

4,311 

1923 

4,311 

WABASH  D.D.  #15 

1907 

5,000 

1910-14 

208 

1929 

7,930 

County :  Wabash 

1915-19 

208 

Org :  1906 

1920-24 

215 

Acres:  368 

1925-29 

300 

1935-J9 

150 

WASHINGTON  D.D.  #4 

1902 

1,499 

County:  Will 

1905 

400 

Org:  1902 

Acres:  1,080 

1928 

3,350 

WABASH  D.D.  #16 

1911 

6,000 

1910-14 

300 

County:  Wabaah 

Org:  1910 

Acres :  698 

WAUCONDA  D.D. 

County:  Lake 

Org: 

Acres:  4,650 

WABASH  IEVEB  D.D. 

1921 

12,840 

1925-29 

750 

County:  White 

1922 

15,924 

1930-34 

3,000 

Org :  1920 

Acres:  2,860 

1927 

7,588 

4,500 

1935-39 

2,250 

WAYNE  k  WINFIELD  D.D. 

County:  IXiPage 

Org: 

Acres:  2,160 

WABASH  RIVER,  LEVEE  ON 
ALLISON  PRAIRIE 

See  Private  Laws  of  1865, 

Vol.  2,  P.  9 

wELlE  h  C  «kKK  D.D. 

County:  Cook 

Org :  1922 

Acres:  5,600 

WAKONDA  D.&  L.D. 

County:  Pulton 

Org :  1919 

Acres:  6,881 

WEST  BRANCH  D.D. 

1906 

12,991 

Dissolved 

County:  Champaign 

1907 

3,300 

330  m.121 

Org:  1906 

318  ni.241 

Acres:  1,881 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

WEST  CLEAR  CREEK  SP.  D.D. 
County:  Christian 

Org: 

Acres:  4,730 

WEST  DECKER  D.D. 

County :  Ri  chi  and 

Org  j  1910 

Acres:  1,561 

1911 

$  15,503 

1910-14 

$  377 

WEST  HARRISBURG  D.D. 

County:  Saline 

Org :  1911 

Acres:  1,191 

1911 

1929 

7,300 

8,026 

1915-19 

1925-29 

4,690 

3,570 

WEST  KANKAKEE  D.D. 

County:  Kankakee 

Org: 

Acres :  343 

1927 

1928 

138,461 

17,218 

WEST  LOUDON  D.D. 

County:  Fayette 

Org :  1929 

Acres:  1,197 

1929 

5,901 

5,311 

1930-34 

1935-39 

399 

349 

WEST  MAT AN Z AS  D.  &  LEVEE  D. 
County:  Fulton 

Org:  1915 

Acres:  2,715 

Pumping  Plant 

1915 

1916 
1920 

1927 

1928 
1937 

134,156 

15,000 

58,500 

214,505 

120,740 
10,300 
50,000 
146, 7401 
50,000 
52, 5001 

1915-19 

1920-24 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 

9,760 

29,556 

33,895 

29,827 

2,711 

WEST  SKOKIE  D.D. 

County:  Lake 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  3,750 

243  111.176 

1909 

25,000 

WSSTVILLE  D.D. 

County:  Vermilion 

Org :  1920 

Acres:  361 

1921 

7,534 

WETAUG  D.D. 

County:  Pulaski 

Org:  1918 

Acres : 

297  111.350 

WHEELING  D.D.  #1 

County:  Cook 

Org: 

Acres:  5,100 

WHISKEY  CREEK  D.D. 

County:  Iroquois 

Org :  1925 

Acres:  6,136 

319  m.72 

1926 

81,124 

’WHITESIDE  &  ROCK  ISLAND 

SP.  D.D. 

County:  Whiteside 

Org:  1881 

Acres:  20,000 

356  111.158 

348  111.619 

330  111.433 

317  111.92 

257  111.304 

292, 3102 

WHITLEY  D.D. 

County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres:  868 

1919 

18,843 

WHITLEY  MUTUAL  D.D.  #1 
County:  Moultrie 

Org: 

Acres :  720 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

DISTRICT 

Year 

Amount 

Bonds 

Levied 

Issued 

WHITVORE  D.D.  #1 

County:  Macon 

Org :  1879 

Acres : 

WHITMORE  D.D.  #2 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres : 

WHITMORE  D.D.  #3 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres : 

WHITMORE  TWP.  D.D.  #8 

County:  Macon 

Org: 

Acres : 

WILDCAT  D.D. 

1906 

$  27,281 

$  25,000 

County:  Fayette 

Org:  1906 

Acres:  5,735 

WILDCAT  SP.  D.D. 

1887 

40,365 

County:  Champaign 

1897 

10,000 

Org :  1886 

1898 

1,010 

Acres:  10,346 

1899 

4,000 

181  111.177 

1904 

5,300 

1905 

3,230 

1906 

3,000 

1908 

14,500 

1916 

660 

1927 

2,424 

1929 

33,000 

WELL  D.D.  #1 

1887 

162 

County:  Will 

Org :  1887 

Acres:  240 

WILL  D.D.  #2 

1889 

483 

County:  Will 

Org:  1889 

Acres:  220 

WILL  COUNTY 

Drainage  Commissioners 

See  Public  Laws  of  1861, 
p.  275 - 

WILLOW  BRANCH  D.D. 

1903 

3,220 

County:  Champaign 

1904 

3,100 

Org :  1902 

Acres:  1,005 

1909 

800 

WILLOW  BRANCH  D.D.  #1 

County:  Platt 

Org: 

Acres:  1,960 

WILLOW  BRANCH  D.D.  #3 

County:  Piatt 

Org: 

Acres:  960 

WILLOW  BRANCH  D.D.  #4 

County:  Piatt 

Org: 

Acres :  540 

WILLOW  BRANCH  TWP. 

D.D.  #5 

1908 

700 

County:  Piatt 

Org:  1908 

Acres : 

WILLOW  BRANCH  TWP.  D.D.  #10 

1912 

6,000 

County:  Piatt 

1925 

800 

Org :  1912 

Acres:  2,062 

1930 

800 

User 

ANNUAL  BENEFITS 
LEVIED 


1910-14 

1925-29 

1930-34 

1935-39 


Amount 


3,700 

3,609 

3,100 

1,200 


^Refunding  issue 


Reported  in  lump  sum, 
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CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

DISTRICT 

Amount 

Levied 

Bonds 

Issued 

LEVIED 

Year 

Year 

Amount 

WOODS  D.D.  #1 

County:  Wayne 

Org :  1907 

Acres:  4,952 

1913 

1923 

1925 

$  5,182 

1,487 
18,327 

$  17,060 

1925-29 

$  405 

WRISK  D.D. 

County:  Champaign 

Org :  1904 

Acres:  1,735 

1905 

1906 

1907 
1931 

9,810 

2,400 

300 

1,664 

WYOMING  D.D. 

County:  DeKalb 

Org: 

Acres:  490 

WYOMING  TWP.  D.D. 

County:  Lee 

Org:  1909 

Acres:  388 

1909 

9,000 

YATES  D.D. 

County:  Livingston 

Org: 

Acres:  10,520 

YATES  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org:  1926 

Acres:  2,908 

1926 

32,979 

YATES  D.D. 

County:  McLean 

Org :  1915 

Acres:  6,016 

1916 

1922 

14,916 

1,221 

YORK  TWP.  D.D.  #1 

County:  Clark 

Org: 

Acres : 

219  111.116 

YORK  TWP.  D.D.  #2 

County:  Clark 

Org:  1905 

Acres:  1,880 

1905 

1906 

2,500 

500 

1905-09 

1920-24 

150 

300 

YORKTOWN  D.D.  #1  TWP. 

County:  Henry 

Org :  1884 

Acres:  5,640 

1929 

14,881 

YOUNO  AMERICA  D.D.  #1 

County:  Edgar 

Org :  1889 

Acres:  25,660 

143  111.417 

137  111.37 

1907 

1915 

1916 
1923 
1928 
1936 

10,800 

10,000 

27,893 

10,741 

19,660 

4,001 

YOUNG  AMERICA  D.D.  #2 

County:  Edgar 

Org:  1890 

Acres:  8,165 

1915 

1928 

17,041 

19,660 

ZANESVILLE  TWP.  D.D.  #1 
County:  Montgomery 

Org :  1929 

Acres :  706 

1929 

1930 

8,368 

836 

ZEMPEL  MUTUAL  D.&L.  DIST. 
County:  Pulton 

Org:  1926 

Acres:  480 

332  Ill. 192 

DISTRICT 

CONSTRUCTION  ASSESSMENTS 

ANNUAL 

BENEFITS 

Year 

LEVIED 

Levied 

Issued 

Year 

Amount 

WILLOW  BRANCH  TWP.  #12 

1931 

$  15,500 

County: 

Platt 

Org: 

1931 

Acres : 

1,316 

WILLOW  BRANCH  &  CERRO 

GORDO  TWPS  Main  #3 

1933 

2,600 

County: 

Platt 

Org: 

1928 

Acres : 

13,406 

WILLOW  BRANCH  &  CERRO 

GORDO  TWPS.  D.D.  #3,  Sub  #3 

1933 

300 

County: 

Platt 

Org: 

1933 

Acres : 

1,155 

WILLOW  BRANCH  &  CERRO 

GORDO  TWPS.  D.D.  Sub  #5 

1931 

3,270 

County: 

Platt 

Crg: 

1931 

Acres : 

1,150 

WILLOW  BRANCH  &  CERRO 

GORDO  TWPS.  #3  Sub  #8 

1931 

10,491 

County: 

Platt 

Org: 

1931 

Acres : 

1,000 

WILLOW  BRANCH  &  CERRO 

1929 

500 

60RD0  TWP.  D.D.  H 

1931 

250 

County: 

Platt 

1933 

250 

Org: 

1929 

1935 

800 

Acres : 

2,145 

1936 

1,600 

1937 

1,400 

WILLOW  CREEK  D.&  L  D 

1895 

11,325 

$  io,ooo 

1895-99 

$  562 

County: 

Morgan 

1905 

16,000 

Org: 

1394 

1915 

11,393 

Acres : 

3,600 

1925 

20,622 

s.ooo1- 

WILMINGTON  SOUTHERN  D.D. 

County: 

Org: 

Will 

Acres : 

760 

WILSON  IWP.  D.D. 

1927 

26,691 

20,000 

County: 

DeWltt 

Org: 

1927 

Acres : 

1,490 

WILSON  & 

WECKER 

D.  &  LEVEE  DIST  #6 

County: 

Monroe 

Org: 

1883 

Acres : 

1,600 

13, iso1 

WINNEBAGO  SWAMP  DRAINAGE 

COMPANY 

County: 

Lee,  Bureau,  Whltesllde 

and  Henry 

Org: 

1854 

See  Laws  of  1855,  p.  592 

52  m. 

299 

52  Ill. 

454 

WOLFE  PRAIRIE  D.D. 

1929 

35,464 

24,075 

1930-34 

540 

County: 

Lawrence 

1935-39 

526 

Org: 

1929 

Acres : 

5,056 

WOOD  RIVER  LEVEE  &  D.D. 

1912 

189,394 

43,000 

1910-14 

1,316 

County: 

Madison 

1914 

23,500 

4,800 

1915-19 

1,316 

Org: 

1910 

1916 

25,000 

1925-29 

1,500 

Acres : 

5,000 

1918 

25,000 

1930-34 

16,023 

1921 

65,000 

30,000 

1935-39 

12,358 

1929 

73,945 

5,000 

Reported  In  lump  sum, 


INVENTORY  OF  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 
By  Counties 


139 


ADAMS  COUNTY 

CHAMPAIGN  COUNTY  -  Continued 

CHRISTIAN  COUNTY  -  Continued 

COLES  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Fall  Creak  D.D. 

Okaw  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #3,  King  &  Bois  D ' Arc 

Union  D.D.  #1,  North  Okaw  6c 

Indian  Grave  D.D. 

Owl  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  King  6c  Harvel 

Mattoon 

Lima  Lake  fc  Annex  D.D* 

Pesotum  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #3,  King  &  Harvel 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Seven  Hickory  6c 

Long  Island  D.  6c  L. 

Pesotum  D.D.  #2 

Union  D.D.  41,  King  &  Ricks 

Humboldt 

South  Quincy  D.  6c  L. 

Pesotum  Slough  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Locust  6c  May 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Seven  Hickory  6c 

Ramp  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  42,  Locust  6c  May 

Humboldt 

ALEXANDER  COUNTY 

Rantoul  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #5,  May  6c  Locust 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Seven  Hickory  6c 

St.  Joseph  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  41,  May  6c  Taylorville 

Morgan 

Cairo  D.D. 

St.  Joseph  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Mosquito  4  Mt. 

Union  Special  D.D. 

East  Cape  Girardeau  &  Clear 

St.  Joseph  D.D.  #4 

Auburn 

Creek  D.D. 

St.  Joseph  D.D.  #6 

Union  D.D.  41,  Mosquito  6c 

COOK  COUNTY 

North  Alexander  D.D. 

St.  Joseph  D.D.  #8 

Stonington 

Addison  D.D.  #1 

Olive  Branch  D.D. 

Saline  Branch  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  42,  Mosquito  6c 

Richland  D.D. 

Salt  Fork  D.D. 

Stonington 

Bartlett  D.D. 

Schinder  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  41,  Pana  6c  Assumption 

Bremen  D.D.  #3 

BOND  COUNTY 

Sidney  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Pana  6c  Assumption 

Elk  Grove  D.D. 

Sidney  D.D.  #2 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Pana  6c  Rural 

Lincoln- Lansing  D.D. 

Tamalco  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Silver  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  41,  Prairietown  6c 

Maine  D.D. 

South  Fork  D.D. 

Pleasant  View 

Niles  D.D.  #1 

BOONE  COUNTY 

South  Salt  Fork  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  41,  Ricks  6c  Roundtree 

Orland  D.D.  #2 

Special  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  42,  Ricks  6t  Roundtree 

Orland  D.D.  #4 

Hunter  D.D. 

Soecial  D.D.  #3,  St.  Joseph  6c 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Ricks  6c  Roundtree 

Rich  D.D. 

Urban a 

Union  D.D.  #4,  Ricks  &  Roundtree 

Southwest  Chicago  D.D. 

BROWN  COUNTY 

Spoon  River  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  41,  Rosamond  & 

Union  D.D.  #2  6c  #3,  Bremen  6c 

Stanton  Special  D.D.  #1 

Greenwood 

Orland 

Big  Prairie  D.  6c  L. 

Tolono  Sub.  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  4l,  Stonington  6c 

Union  D.D.  #4,  3remen  6:  Orland 

Little  Creek  D.  6c  L. 

Triple  Fork  D.D. 

Buckhart 

Union  D.D.  #6,  Orland  6c  Frankfort 

Two  Mile  Slough  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  41,  Stonington  &  May 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Rich  6:  Frankfort 

BUREAU  COUNTY 

Union  Drainage  Districts  (comb.) 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Stonington  6c 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Thornton  6:  Breraai 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Homer  6c  Sidney 

Pleasant  View 

Weller  Creek  D.D. 

Devils  Slough  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  # 3,  Homer  6c  Sidney 

Valley  Mound  D.D. 

Wheeling  D.D.  #1 

Fairfield  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Homer  U  Stanton 

West  Clear  Creek  Special  D.D. 

Fairfield  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Murdock  L.  Raymond 

CRAWFORD  COUNTY 

Fairfield  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Ogden  6c  Stanton 

CLARK  COUNTY 

Fairfield  D.  &  L. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Philo  6c  Crittenden 

Frog  Pond  D.D. 

Green  River  Special  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Philo  6c  Sidney 

Hollenbeck  D.  6c  L. 

Green  Briar  D.D. 

Greenville  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #2,  St.  Joseph  6c  Ogden 

Oil  Field  D.D. 

LaMotte  6c  Montgomery  D.D. 

Halleck  &  Medina  D.D. 

Upper  Salt  Fork  D.D. 

Parker  Twp.  D.D.  41 

Mutual  D.D. 

Hickory  Creek  Special  D.D. 

West  Branch  D.D. 

York  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Tri-Pond  D.D. 

Manlius  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Wildcat  Special  D.D. 

York  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Manlius  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Willow  Branch  D.D. 

CUMBERLAND  COUNTY 

Manlius  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Wrisk  D.D. 

CLAY  COUNTY 

Manlius  Twp.  D.D.  #6 

Mineral  Marsh  D.D. 

CHRISTIAN  COUNTY 

Little  Wabash  6c  Big  Muddy  D.D. 

Cottonwood  Twp.  D.D. 

Neoga  Twp.  D.D. 

Pond  Creek  D.D. 

Union  Special  D.D. 

Assumption  D.D.  #1 

CLINTON  COUNTY 

Neoga  D.D.  #1 

Neoga  D.D.  #2 

Union  Sp.  D.D. ,  Greenville- 

Assumption  D.D.  #2 

Neoga  D.D.  #3 

Fairfield-Gold 

Assumption  D.D.  #3 

Germantown  D.D. 

Neoga  D.D.  #10 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Wyanet  &  Concord 

Assumption  D.D.  #4 

nanover  D.  6c  L. 

Village  D.D. 

CARROLL  COUNTY 

Assumption  D.D.  #5 

Assumption  D.D.  #6 

Ileimann  D.D. 

Santa  Fe  D.  6c  L. 

DE  KALB  COUNTY 

Carroll  D.  6c  L. 

Assumption  D.D.  #7 

Buckhart  Twp.  D.D.  //I 

Santa  Fe  Twp.  D.D.  42 

Kishwaukee  Special  D.D. 

Savanna  U  York  D.  6c  L. 

Buckhart  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

COLES  COUNTY 

Malta  D.D.  #1 

Washington  Twp.  D.D. 

Clear  Creek  D.D. 

Mayfield  6c  DeKalb  D.D. 

Flat  Hollow  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Ashbrook  Mutual  D.D.,  Humboldt  6c 

Normal  D.D. 

CASS  COUNTY 

Glover  Special  D.D. 

Lafayette 

Pierce  D.D.  #1 

Hay-Heddln  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Bell  D.D. 

Somonauk  D.D.  #1 

Clear  Creek  Special  D.D. 

King  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Crabapple  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  ai'ton  d;  DeKalb 

Clear  Lake  D.D. 

King  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Gannaway,  Ellis,  Law,  6c  Jones 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Afton  6c  Milan 

Farmers  Special  D.D. 

Lloyd- Lemon  Mutual  D.D. 

Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Clinton  6:  Afton 

Griggs  Chapel  D.  6c  L. 

Locust,  Pana,  6c  Assumption 

Homann  Mutual  D.D.  ,  Humboldt  6c 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Cortland  £c  Pierce 

Hager  Slough  D.  6c  L. 

Mutual  D.D. 

Lafayette 

Union  D.D.  #4,  Cortland  6c  Pierce 

Indian  Creek  Sp.  D.D.  #2 

May  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Humboldt  D.D.  41 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Malta  U  DeKalb 

Jobs  Creek  D.D. 

Meridan  D.D. 

Humboldt  D.D.  #4 

Union  D.D.,  Malta,  Milan,  Afton, 

Lost  Creek  D.  &  L. 

Mosquito  D.D.  #1 

Humboldt  D.D.  #5 

6c  DeKalb 

Lower  Indian  Creek  D.D. 

Mosquito  D.D.  #2 

Kickapoo  D.D. 

t  Union  D.D.,  Northville,  Sandwich, 

Meredosia  Lake  D.  &  L. 

Mosquito  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Lafayette  D.D.  #1 

6c  Little  Rock 

Middle  Creek  D.D. 

Mosquito  Mutual  D.D.  42 

Little  Wabash  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Shabbona  ic  Milan 

Mud  Creek  D.D. 

Mosquito  Mutual  D.D.  #3 

Loxa  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Victor  oc  Somonauk 

New  Pankey  Pond  D.D. 

Mosquito  Mutual  D.D.  #4 

Majors  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Victor  6c  Somonauk 

Pankey  Pond  Special  D.D. 

Mosquito  Mutual  D.D.  #5 

Mattoon  D.D.  42 

Sangamon  Valley  D.  6c  L. 

Mosquito  6c  Mt.  Auburn  Mutual  D.D. 

North  Okaw  Twp.  D.D. 

DE  WITT  COUNTY 

Shick  Shack  Mutual  D.D. 

Pleasant  View  D.D.  #1 

North  Okaw  D.D.  #3 

South  Beardstown  D.  6c  L. 

Pleasant  View  D.D.  42 

North  Okaw  D.D.  4$ 

Barnett  Twp.  D.D. 

Valley  D.  6c  L. 

Fleasant  View  D.D.  #3 

North  Okaw  D.D.  #8 

Clintonia  Special  D.D. 

Pleasant  View  Mutual  D.D. 

North  Okaw  D.D.  #10 

DeWitt  Special  D.D. 

CHAMPAIGN  COUNTY 

Pralrletown  D.D.  #1 

North  Okaw  D.D.  #11 

Friends  Creek  Special  D.D. 

Prairietown  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

North  Okaw  D.D.  #13 

Goose  Creek  Special  D.D. 

Bailey  Branch  D.D. 

Pralrletown  Mutual  D.D.  42 

Okaw  D.D.  #9 

Harmony  Special  D.D. 

Beaver  Lake  D.D. 

Prairietown  Mutual  D.D.  #4 

Okaw  D.D.  #12 

Nixon  Special  D.D. 

Big  Slough  D.D. 

Ricks  D.D.  ftl 

Paradise  D.D. 

Santa  Anna  D.D.  #2 

Blackford  Slough  D.D. 

Rosamond  D.D.  #1 

Paradise  D.D.  #1 

Texas  Creek  Special  D.D. 

Camp  Creek  D.D. 

Rosamond  D.D.  #2 

Paradise  D.D.  #2 

Trenkle  Slough  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Clintonia  6c 

Condi t  D.D.  #1 

Rosamond  D.D.  #5 

Paradise  D.D.  #3 

Conkey  Branch  D.D. 

Rosamond  D.D.  #4 

Riley  Creek  D.D. 

Wapella 

Crittenden  Special  D,D. 

Rural  D.D.  ifl 

Seven  Hickory  Twp.  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Clintonia  6c 

Dillsburg  D.D. 

Southfork  D.D.  41 

Seven  Hickory  Twp.  D.D.  #la 

Wapella 

Dry  Fork  Mutual  D.D. 

Southfork  D.D.  #2 

Seven  Hickory  Twp.  D.D.  #lb 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Creek  6c  Friends 

East  Lake  Fork  D.D. 

Southfork  D.D.  #3 

Seven  Hickory  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Creek 

Ehmen-Schmidt  Mutual  D.D. 

Stonington  D.D.  #1 

Seven  Hickory  Twp.  D.D.  #6 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Rutledge 

Embarrass  River  Special  D.D. 

Stonington  D.D.  42 

Seven  Hickory  Twp.  D.D.  #7 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Santa  Anna 

Fisher  Mutual  D.D. 

Stonington  D.D.  #3 

Shelhammer  Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  42,  Wapella 

Flatville  D.D. 

Stonington  D.D.  #4 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Brewster  6c  Rice 

Wilson  Twp.  D.D. 

Fountain  Head  D.D. 

Stonington  D.D.  #5 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Charleston  6c 

Harwood  6c  Kerr  D.D. 

Stonington  Mutual  D.D.  42 

Seven  Hickory 

DOUGLAS  COUNTY 

Hensley  D.D. 

Taylorville  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Humboldt  6c  North 

Klllsbury  Slough  D.D. 

Taylorville  D.D.  #2 

Okaw 

Areola  Twp.  D.D. 

Homer  D.D.  #1 

Taylorville  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Humboldt  6c  North 

Areola  D.D.  #1 

Jersey  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #4,  Assumption  A 

Okaw 

Areola  D.D.  #2 

Kankakee  D.D. 

Flat  Branch 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Mattoon  6c 

Areola  D.D.  ifA 

Kerr  &  Compromise  Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Assumption  6c  May 

Lafayette 

Areola  D.D.  #5 

Little  Vermilion  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #5,  Assumption  6c 

Union  D.D.  41,  Mattoon  6c  Whitley 

Areola  D.D.  #6 

Long  Point  Slough  D.D. 

Prairietown 

Union  D.D.  #1,  North  Okaw  6c 

Areola  D.D.  #7 

Lotus  Special  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Assumption  &  Rural 

East  Nelson 

Areola  D.D.  #10 

Lower  Salt  Fork  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  King  &  Bear  Creek 

Union  D.D.  #1,  North  Okaw  &. 

Areola  D.D.  #11 

Newcomb  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  King  6c  Bois  D ' Arc 

Humboldt 

Areola  D.D.  #12 
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DOUGLAS  COUNTY  -  Continued 

EDGAR  COUNTY  -  Continued 

FULTON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

IROQUOIS  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Areola  D.D.  #14 

Merkle  D.D. 

Thompsons  D.  A  L. 

Iroquola  D.D.  #1 

Blaine  D.D. 

Polecat  D.D. 

Wakonda  D.  A  L. 

Iroquois  D.D.  #4 

Bourbon  D.D.  #1 

Prairie  D.D.  #1 

Vie st  Matanzas  D.  A  L. 

Iroquois  A  Vermilion  D.D. 

Bourbon  D.D.  #3 

Prairie  D.D.  #2 

Zempel  Mutual  D.  A  L. 

LaHogue  D.D. 

Bowdre  D.D.  #1 

Prairie  D.D.  #3 

Loda  A  Artesia  D.D.  #1 

Bowdre  D.D.  #8 

Prairie  D.D.  #4 

GALLATIN  COUNTY 

Martinton  D.D.  #2 

Camargo  D.D.  #1 

Prairie  D.D.  #5 

Martinton  D.D.  #3 

Camargo  D.D.  #3 

Prairie  D.D.  #6 

Cane  Creek  A  Omaha  D.D. 

Martinton  D.D.  #4 

Garrett  Twp.  D.D. 

Ross  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Cottonwood  D.D. 

Mlddlefort  D.D.  #1 

Garrett  Twp.  D.D.,  Sub. 

Shiloh  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Cypress  Creek  Special  D.D. 

Milks  Grove  Special  D.D. 

Garrett  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Shiloh  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Gold  Hill  D.D. 

Mud  Creek  D.D. 

Garrett  Twp.  D.D.  #16 

Shiloh  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Lawler  D.D. 

North  Sheldon  A  South  Concord 

Gwlnn  Mutual  D.D. 

Shiloh  Twp.  D.D.  #6 

North  Fork  D.D. 

Onarga  D.D.  #2 

Hayes  Branch  D.D. 

Shiloh  Twp.  D.D.  #7 

Pond  Settlement  D.D. 

Onarga  D.D.  #5 

Huff  D.D. 

Shiloh  Twp.  D.D.  #7,  Sub.  #1 

Ridgeway  D.D.  #1 

Onarga  D.D.  #4 

Kerap  D.D. 

Shiloh  Twp.  D.D.  #9 

Rocky  Branch  D.D. 

Onarga  Mutual  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Miller  Mutual  D.D. 

Shiloh  TWp.  D.D.  #11 

Smoky  Row  D.D. 

Onarga,  Douglas,  A  Danforth 

Murdock  D.D. 

Shiloh  Twp.  D.D.  #12 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Asbury  A  Ridgeway 

Special  D.D.  #1 

Newman  D.D.  #2 

Shiloh  Special  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #2,  Ridgeway  A  Ashbury 

Onarga,  Douglas,  A  Danforth 

Newman  D.D.  #3 

Sims  Special  D.D.,  Shiloh  A  Buck 

Special  D.D.  #1,  Sub.  #1 

Newman  D.D.  #4 

Standley  D.D. 

GREENE  COUNTY 

Onarga,  Douglas,  A  Danforth 

Newman  D.D.  #5 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Ashmore  A  Kansas 

Special  D.D.  #1,  Sub.  #2 

Newman  D.D.  #6 

Union  D.D.,  Buck  A  Embarrass 

Eldred  D.  A  L. 

Paplneau  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Newman  D.D.  #10 

Union  D.D. ,  Buck  A  Shiloh 

Hartwell  D.  A  L. 

Papineau  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Sargent  D.D.  #1 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Kansas  A  Ashmore 

Keach  D.  A  L. 

Paplneau  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Sargent  D.D.  #3 

Uhion  D.D.  #2,  Paris  A  Buck 

Spankey  D.  A  L. 

Pigeon  Grove  A  Fountain  Creek 

Tuscola  Twp.  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Paris  A  Edgar 

Twp.  D.D. 

Tuscola  D.D.  #4 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Shiloh  A  Edgar 

GRUNDY  COUNTY 

Pond  Lily  D.D. 

Tuscola  D.D.  #5 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Shiloh  A  Young 

Possum  Trot  D.D.  #1 

Tuscola  D.D.  #13 

America 

Claypool  D.  A  L. 

Ridgeland  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Tuscola  D.D.  #15 

Uhion  D.D.  #5,  Young  America  A 

Ding  man  D.D. 

RIdgeland  A  Artesia  D.D.  #2 

Tuscola  D.D.  #16 

Newman 

Odell  A  Nevada  D.D. 

Sheldon  D.D.  #1 

Tuscola  D.D.  #17 

Young  America  D.D.  #1 

Southard  D.D. 

Sheldon  Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D. 

Young  America  D.D.  #2 

Spring  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #13,  Areola  &  Bourbon 

HAMILTON  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Artesia  A 

Union  D.D.  #15,  Areola  A  Bourbon 

EDWARDS  COUNTY 

Ridge land 

Union  D.D.  #16,  Areola  A  Bourbon 

Auxier  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Artesia  A 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Areola  &  Bowdre 

Bonpas  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Haw  Creek  Special  D.D. 

Ridgeland 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Areola  &  Tuscola 

Bonpas  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

North  Fork  Special  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Artesia  A 

Union  D.D.  #15,  Areola  A  Tuscola 

Edwards  County  D.D. 

Ridgeland 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Bourbon 

HANCOCK  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Ashkum  A  Danforth 

Union  D.D.  #5,  Bourbon 

EFFINGHAM  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Ashkum  A  Danforth 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Bourbon  &  Areola 

Hunt  D.  A  L. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Crescent  A 

Union  D.D.  #9,  Bourbon  A  North 

Okaw 

St.  Francis  D.D. 

NIota  D.D. 

Iroquois 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Crescent  A 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Bourbon  &  Sargent 
Union  D.D.  #7,  Bowdre 

FAYETTE  COUNTY 

HENDERSON  COUNTY 

Iroquois 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Fountain  Grove  A 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Bowdre  &  Areola 

Bear  Grove  D.D. 

Henderson  County  D.D.  #1 

Pigeon  Grove 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Bowdre  A  Sargent 

Dively  D.  A  L. 

Henderson  County  D.D.  #2 

Henderson  County  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Iroquois  A 

Union  D.D.  #6,  Bowdre  A  Seven 

Fish  Lake  D.D. 

Crescent 

Hickory 

Grassy  Lake  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Martinton  A 

Union  D.D.  #4,  Camargo  A  Bowdre 

Meridian  Line  D.D. 

HENRY  COUNTY 

Iroquois 

Union  D.D.  #5,  Camargo  8c  Tuscola 

Okaw  Valley  Outlet  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Onarga  A 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Garrett  A  Bourbon 

Pecan  Island  D.D. 

Big  Slough  D.D. 

Ridgeland 

Union  D.D.  #17,  Garrett  A 

Pepper  Mill  Branch  D.D. 

Blue  Joint  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Onarga  A 

Bourbon 

Pond  Lily  D.D. 

Central  Special  D.D. 

Ridgeland 

Union  D.D.  #8,  Humboldt  A  Areola 

Soper  Lake  D.D. 

Edwards  River  Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Paplneau  A 

Union  D.D.  #4,  Murdock  A  Bowdre 

State  Farm  D.D. 

Green  River  Special  D.D. 

Martinton 

Uhion  D.D.  #2,  Murdock  A  Camargo 

Vandalia  D.  A  L. 

Green  River  Special  D.D.,  Sub.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  St.  Anne  A 

Union  D.D.  #4,  Murdock  A  Camargo 

West  Loudon  D.D. 

Lower  Green  River  Special  D.D. 

Paplneau 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Murdock  A  Newman 
Union  D.D.  #10,  Murdock  A  Newman 

Wildcat  D.D. 

Mud  Creek  Special  D.D. 

North  Edwards  D.D. 

Whiskey  Creek  D.D. 

Union  Mutual  D.D.  #10,  Murdock 

A  Newman 

FORD  COUNTY 

Phoenix  D.D.  #1 

Rock  River  D.D. 

JACKSON  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #5,  Murdock  A  Sar&ent 

Big  Four  D.D.  (18  Subs.) 

Shabonna  Special  D.D. 

Big  Lake  Special  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Newman  A  Murdock 

Big  Four  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  ff  1.  Atkinson  A  Alba 

Boones  Pond  Mutual  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #2,  Sargent  A 

Drummer  D.D.  #2 

Uhion  Special  D.D. 

Degonia  A  Fountain  Bluff  D.D. 

Embarrass 

Ford  A  Champaign  County  D.D. 

Union  Special  D.D. ,  Loreme  A 

Grand  Tower  D.  A  L. 

Union  Mutual  D.D.  #1,  Sargent  A 

Harmony  D.D. 

Yorktown 

Jones  Pond  Mutual  D.D. 

Newman 

Little  Lyman  D.D. 

Yorktown  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #15,  Tuscola  A  Areola 

Lyman  Twp.  D.D.  7#1 

JASPER  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #14,  Tuscola  A 

Lyman  D.D.  #1  (10  Subs.) 

IROQUOIS  COUNTY 

Garrett 

Lyman  A  Wall  Mutual  D.D. 

Captain  Pond  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #12,  Tuscola  A 

Lyman  A  Wall  Mutual  D.D. ,  5  Sub. 

Artesia  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Green  Briar  D.D. 

Pesotum 

districts  (combined) 

Artesia  D.D.  #3 

Grove  Mutual  D.D. 

Pella  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Artesia  D.D.  #4 

Hickory  Creek  D.D. 

DU  PAGE  COUNTY 

Pella  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Artesia  A  Ashgrove  D.D.  #3 

Marsh  Creek  D.  A  L. 

Bloomingdale  D.D.  #1 

Sangamon  A  Drummer  D.D. 

Artesia  A  Onarga  D.D.  #2 

Mint  Creek  D.D. 

Sibley  D.D. 

Ashgrove  Twp.  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

North  Fork  D.D. 

Blooralngdale  D.D.  #2 

Special  Mutual  D.D. 

Ashgrove,  Crescent,  A  Milford 

North  Muddy  D.D. 

Hesterman  Mutual  D.D. 

Sugar  Creek  D.D. 

Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Ste.  Marie  D.D. 

Milton  D.D.  H 

Sugar  Creek  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Ashgrove,  Crescent,  A  Onarga 

Milton  D.D.  #5 

Sugar  Creek  D.D. ,  Sub.  #2 

Sullivan  D.D. 

Mutual  D.D.  #1 

JERSEY  COUNTY 

Naperville  D.D.  #1 

Ashkum  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Naperville  D.D.  #2 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Lyman  A  Wall 

Beaver  D.D.  #1 

Nutwood  D.  A  L. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Milton  &  Winfield 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Pella  A  Brenton 

Beaver  D.D.  #2 

Panhandle  D.D. 

Wayne  A  Winfield  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Pella  A  Brenton, 

Belmont  D.D.  #1 

Sub .  #1 

Bergraan-Goodman-Taylor  D.D. 

JOHNSON  COUNTY 

EDGAR  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Pella  &  Brenton, 

Big  Beaver  D.  A  L. 

Sub.  #2 

Blackson  D.D. 

Belknap  D.D. 

Brockton  D.D. 

Vermilion  Special  D.D. 

Button- Patton- Loda  Special 

Upper  Cache  D.D. 

Brouiletts  Creek  D.D.  #1 

Vermilion  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Mutual  D.D. 

Vienna  D.D. 

Buck  Twp.  D.D. 

Vermilion  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #2 

Chebanse  D.D.  #1 

Buck  Twp.  D.D.  #7 

Buck  Twp.  D.D.  #9 

Wall  Twp.  D.D. ,  11  Subs,  (comb.) 

Coon  Creek  D.D. 

Crescent  D.D.  #1 

KANE  COUNTY 

Burnham  Special  D.D. 

FULTON  COUNTY 

Crescent  D.D.  #2 

Bis  Rook  D.D.  #1 

County  Line  3pecial  D.D. 

Crescent  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Big  Rock  D.D.  #2 

Edgar  D.D.  #1 

Crabtree  D.  A  L. 

Danforth  D.D.  #2 

Blackberry  D.D.  #1 

Embarrass  D.D.  #1 

East  Liverpool  D.  A  L. 

Danforth  D.D.  #3 

Burlington  D.D.  #1 

Embarrass  D.D.  #7 

Kerton  Valley  D.  A  L. 

Danforth  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Burlington  D.D.  #2 

Embarrass  D.D.  #8 

Lacey  D.  A  L. 

Danforth  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Kaneville  D.D.  #1 

Embarrass  D.D.  #9 

Langellier  D.  A  L. 

Danforth  Twp.  D.D.  #6 

Rutland  Twp.  D.D. 

Embarrass  Twp.  D.D. 

Liverpool  D.  A  L. 

Eastburn  D.D.  #1 

Sugar  Grove  D.D.  #1 

Embarrass  Twp.  D.D.  #9 

Otter  Creek  D.D. 

Eastburn  D.D.  #2 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Aurora  A 

Hughes  Mutual  D.D. 

Pleasant  Valley  D.D. 

Eastburn  D.D.  #3 

Naperville 

Kansas  D.D.  #2 

Sea  Horn  D.  A  L. 

Fountain  Creek  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Cortland  A 

Kansas  D.D.  #3 

Spoon  River  D.  A  L. 

Fountain  Creek  D.D.  #2 

Fountain  Creek  A  Love joy  D.D. 

Virgil 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Kane  A  Kendall 
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KANE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

LA  SALLE  COUNTY 

LIVINGSTON  COUNTY  Continued 

MACON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Kanevllle  A 

Allen  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Long  Point  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #10,  Maroa  A  Friends 

Blackberry 

Brookf ield-Vienna  D.D. 

Long  Point  D.D.  #4 

Creek 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Kanevllle  & 

Eagle  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Monahan  Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Milan  A  Dora 

Pierce 

Earl  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Murray  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Milan  A  S.  Macon 

Union  D.D.  ,  Lake  Ron 

Eden  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Mutual  Benefit  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Pleasant  View  A 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Plato  &  Rutland 

Farm  Ridge  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Oliver  A  Com  Grove  D.D. 

Prairie  town 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Rob  Roy  A 

Freedom  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Owego  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Stonington  A 

Sugar  Grove 

Grand  Rapids  D.D.  #1 

Pontiac  D.D.  #1 

Pleasant  View 

Union  D.D. ,  Rutland  A  Grafton 

Hope  Twp.  D.D. 

Reading  D.D.  #1 

Whitmore  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Rutland  A  Plato 

Meridan  D.D.  #1 

Reading  D.D.  #2 

Whitmore  D.D.  #2 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Sugar  Grove  & 

Ophlr  D.D.  #1 

Reading  Mutual  D.D. 

Whitmore  D.D.  #3 

Aurora 

Ophlr  D.D.  it 2 

Roth  Mutual  D.D. 

Whitmore  Twp.  D.D,  #8 

Richland  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Steidinger  Mutual  D.D. 

KANKAKEE  COUNTY 

Richland  Mutual  D.D.  #2 

Sullivan  D.D.  it 2 

MACOUPIN  COUNTY 

Richland  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.L.  #1,  Avoca  A 

Baker  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Dayton  A 

Indian  Grove 

Coyne  Nall  D.D. 

Beaver  D.D.  #1 

Wallace  Twp. 

Union  D.D,  #1,  Eppards  Point  A 

Gillespie  D.D.  #1 

Beaver  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Freedom  A  Earl 

Avoca 

Honey  Point  D.D.  #4 

Blackson  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Freedom  A  Earl, 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Eppards  Point  A 

Honey  Point  D.D.  #5 

Bourbonn&is  Mutual  D.D. 

Sub.  #1 

Pike 

Honey  Point  D.D.  #6 

Clausen  Park  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Freedom  A  Earl, 

Union  D.D,  #2,  Eppards  Point  A 

Hudelleson-Heiners  D.D. 

Ganeer  D.D.  #3 

Sub.  #2 

Pontiac 

John  Ball  Mutual  D.D. 

Ganeer  D.D.  #5 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Freedom  A  Earl, 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Eppards  Point  A 

Macoupin  Creek  D.D. 

Gar  Creek  D.D. 

Sub.  #3 

Pontiac 

North  Palmyra  D.D.  #1 

Grlnnell  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Freedom  A  Ophlr 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Long  Point  A 

South  Otter  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Hopkins  D.D. 

Uhion  Sp.  D.D. ,  Freedom, 

Groveland 

South  Otter  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Hopkins  D.D.  #2 

Wallace,  A  Dayton 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Long  Point  A 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Girard  A  Vlrden 

Joe  Benes  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Serena  A  Freedom 

Nebraska 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Honey  Point  A 

B. M.  Lewis  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Wallace  A 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Long  Point  A 

Shaw* s  Point 

Little  Beaver  Special  D.D. 

Waltham 

Reading 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Ruyle  A  Chester- 

Manteno  D.D.  #2 

Utica,  Waltham,  A  Wallace 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Reading  A  Osage 

field 

Manteno  D.D.  #3 

Special  D.D. 

Yates  D.D. 

Manteno  D.D.  #4 

Vermilion  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

MADISON  COUNTY 

Manteno  D.D.  #9 

Wallace  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

LOGAN  COUNTY 

Manteno  D.D.  #11 

Waltham  D.D.  #1 

Cahokia  Creek  D.D. 

Manteno  D.D.  #12 

Broadwell  Special  D.D. 

Canteen  Creek  D.D. 

Martlnton  D.D.  #2 

LAWRENCE  COUNTY 

Lake  Fork  Special  D.D. 

Chouteau  Island  D.  A  L. 

Martinton  D.D.  #4 

Lower  Salt  Creek  D.D. 

Chouteau,  Naraeoki,  A  Venice 

McGillivray  Special  D.D. 

Allison  D.D.  #1 

North  Branch  Lake  Fork  Special 

D.  A  L. 

Middleport  D.D.  #1 

Allison  D.D.  #2 

D.D.  and  Subs. 

County  Ditch  D.  A  L. 

Minnie  Creek  D.D. 

Ambraw  Levy  D.D. 

Prairie  Creek  D.D.  #2 

Foster  D.  A  L. 

North  Wichert  D.D. 

Beaver  Pond  D.D. 

Union  D,  D.  #1,  Chester  A  East 

Long  Lake  D.  A  L. 

Payne-Melby  D.D. 

Big  Slough  D.D. 

Lincoln 

Silver  Creek  D.D. 

Raymond  D.D. 

Birds  D.D. 

Upper  Salt  Creek  D.D. 

Wood  River  D.  A  L. 

Rockville  D.D.  #1 

Eagle  Branch  D.D. 

Rockville  D.D.  #2 

Eagle  Branch  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

mac  ok  county 

MARSHALL  COUNTY 

Rockville  D.D.  #3 

England  Pond  D.D. 

Roe  Special  D.D. 

Otter  Pond  D.D. 

Austin  D.D.  #1 

Crow  Creek  D.D. 

St,  Anne  D.D. 

Russell  A  Allison  D.D. 

Friends  Creek  D.D.  #1 

Saratoga  D.D. 

Snake  Creek  D.D. 

Taylor  Pond  D.D. 

Friends  Creek  D.D.  #2 

Saratoga-Whitfield  D.D. 

Soldiers  Creek  D.D. 

Wolfe  Prairie  D.D. 

Friends  Creek  D.D.  #3 

Sparland  D.  A  L. 

Spring  Creek  D.D. 

Friends  Creek  D.D.  #4 

Uhion  D.D.  #5,  Bourbonnais  A 

LEE  COUNTY 

Friends  Creek  D.D.  #6 

MASON  COUNTY 

Kankakee 

Friends  Creek  D.D.  #7 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Ganeer  & 

Bass  Mutual  D.D. 

Friends  Creek  D.D.  #10 

Bull's  Eye  Special  D.D. 

Bourbonnais 

Brush  Grove  D.D. 

Illini  Special  D.D. 

Central  Special  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Granary  Creek 

Ewald  D.D.,  Sub.  of  Inlet  Swamp 

Illini  Special  D.D.,  Sub.  #1 

Chautauqua  D.  A  L. 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Manteno  A 

Hahneman  D.D.  #1 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #2 

Donovan  Mutual  D.D. 

Bourbonnais 

Hamilton  Twp.  Special  D.D.  #1 

mini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #3 

Fairvlew  Special  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #6,  Manteno  A 

Harmon  D.D.  #1 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #4 

Garden  Special  D.D. 

Bourbonnais 

Harmon  D.D.  #2 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #5 

Havana  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #7,  Manteno  A 

Hart  D.D. ,  Sub.  of  Inlet  Swamp 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1  of 

Hurd  Lake  Special  D.D. 

Bourbonnais 

Inlet  Swamp  D.D. 

Sub.  #5 

Long  Branch  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #10,  Manteno  A 

Maple  Grove  D.D. 

Illini  Special  D.D.,  Sub.  #2  of 

Lynchburg  A  Sangamon  Bottoms 

Peotone 

Meridian  D.D. ,  Sub. 

Sub .  #5 

Mason  A  Cass  River  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #8,  Manteno  A  Sumner 

Nelson  D.D.  #1 

mini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #6 

Mason  City  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D. #2,  Momence  A  Ganeer 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Ashton  A 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #7 

Mason  A  Menard  Special  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Momence  A 

Lafayette 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #8 

Mason  A  Tazewell  Special  D.D. 

Pembroke 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Hamilton  A  East 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #9 

Minier  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Momence  A 

Grove  Twp. 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1  of 

Prairie  Creek  D.D.  # l 

Yellowhead  Twos. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Hamilton  A 

Sub.  #9 

Quiver  River  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Saline  A  Essex 

Hahnaman  Twp. 

Illini  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #2  of 

Sangamon  Outlet  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #2,  Sumner  A  Will 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Hamilton  A 

Sub.  #9 

Sangamon  River  D.D. 

Voight-Cooper  Mutual  D.D. 

Hahnaman  Twp. ,  Sub.  #1 

Iiaroa  D.D.  #2 

West  Kankakee  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Hamilton  A 

Maroa  D.D.  #3 

MASSAC  COUNTY 

Hahnaman  Twp.,  Sub.  #2 

Maroa  D.D.  #4 

KENDALL  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Hamilton  A 

Maroa  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Black  Bottoms  D.  A  L. 

Hahnaman,  minor  #1  of  Sub.  #2 

Milan  D.D.  #4 

Cache  River  D.D. 

Bristol  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Hamilton  A 

Morona  D.D.  #2 

Cache  River  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Bristol  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Hahnaman  Twp. ,  Sub.  #3 

Moroa  D.D.  #3 

Cache  River  D.D. ,  Sub.  #2 

Morgan  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Hamilton  A 

Mt.  Zion  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Cache  River  D.D.,  Sub.  #3 

Raymond  D.D. 

Hahnaman  Twp. 

Mt.  Zion  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Cache  River  D.D. ,  Sub.  #4 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Hamilton,  Wal- 

Northeast  Decatur  D.D. 

Cache  River  D.D. ,  Sub.  #5 

LAKE  COUNTY 

nut,  A  Hahnaman  Twp.,  Sub.  #1 

Oakley  D.D.  #2 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Harmon  A 

Pleasant  View  D.D.  #3 

MC  HENRY  COUNTY 

East  Skokie 

Marion  Twp. 

Powers-Cassell  D.D. 

Grant  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Harmon  A 

Quickel  Mutual  D.D. 

Cane  Creek  D.D. 

Grub  School  D.D. 

Montmorency  Twp. 

South  Macon  D.D.  #1 

Chemung  Creek  D.D. 

Lake  Villa  D.D.  #1 

Wyoming  Twp.  D.D. 

Stevens  Creek  D.D. 

Coon  Creek  D.D. 

Lake  Villa  D.D.  #2 

Tarr  Addition  D.D. 

Coral  Grafton  D.D. 

North  Skokie  D.D. 

LIVINGSTON  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #5,  Friends  Creek  A 

Crystal  Lake  D.D. 

Seavey  Slough  D.D. 

Maroa 

Dorr  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Slocum  Lake  D.D. 

Avoca  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #8,  Friends  Creek  A 

Dorr  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Squaw  Creek  D.D. 

Belle  Prairie  D.D. 

Maroa 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Avon  A  Fremont 

Brinkman  A  Ryan  Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #9,  Friends  Creek  A 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Newport  A  Antioch 

Champlin  D.D. 

Maroa 

Greenwood  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Northfield  A 

Charlotte  Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Friends  Creek  A 

Deerfield 

Chenoa  D.D. 

’.•/lilt  more 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Wauconda  A 

Eastern  Indian  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #5,  Friends  Creek  A 

Fremont 

Eppards  Point  D.D.  #2 

Willow  Branch 

Kishwaukee  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  West  Deerfield 

Eppards  Point  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Long  Creek  A 

Rush  Creek  D.D. 

A  Northfield 

Eppards  Point  D.D.  #4 

Oakley 

South  Island  D.D. 

Vernon  D.D.  #1 

Farmers  Cooperative  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #2,  Long  Creek  A 

Union  D.D.  #1,  McHenry  A  Munda 

Vernon  D.D.  #2 

Forest  Mutual  D.D. 

Oakley 

Union  D.D.  #2,  McHenry  A  Munda 

Warren  D.D.  #1 

Golden  Rule  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Long  Point  A 

Union  D.^.  #1,  Munda  A  Wauconda 

Wauconda  D.D. 

Long  Point  D.D.  #1 

Oakley 

West  Skokie 

Long  Point  D.D.  #2 
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MC  LEAN  COUNTY 

MORGAN  COUNTY 

PIATT  COUNTY  -  Continued 

SALINE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Blue  Ridge  Special  D.D. 

Coon  Run  D.  Sc  L. 

Unity  Sr.  Garrett  Twp  .  D.D.  #7, 

Rector  Special  D.D. 

Brokaw,  Brining,  Bailey,  & 

Indian  Creek  D.  6c  L. 

Sub.  #1 

Rector  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Linton  D.D. 

Mauvaisterre  D.D. 

Unity  Sc  Lowe  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Rector  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #2 

Chenoa  D.D. 

Mauvaisterre  D.D.  #2 

Willow  Branch  D.D.  #1 

Rector  Special  D.D.,  Sub.  #3 

Downs  Mutual  D.D. 

Town  Brook  D.D. 

VJillow  Branch  D.D.  #3 

Rector  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #4 

Easterbrook  Special  D.D.  #1 

Willow  Creek  D.  Sc  L. 

Willow  Branch  D.D.  #4 

Saline  Valley  Special  D.D. 

Empire  Special  D.D. 

Willow  Branch  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Stonefort  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Golden  Rule  D.D. 

MOULTRIE  COUNTY 

Willow  Branch  Twp.  D.D.  #10 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Briar  Creek 

Golden  Rule  D.D.,  Sub.  #1 

Willow  Branch  Twp.  D.D.  #12 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Briger  Creek 

Gridley  D.D.  #1 

Asa  Creek  D.D. 

Willow  Branch  &  Cerro  Gordo  D.D. 

West  Harrisburg  D.D* 

Keenan- Nichols  Mutual  D.D. 

Caldwell  D.D. 

Main  #3 

Kumler  D.D. 

Dora  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Willow  Branch  &  Cerro  Gordo  D.D. 

SANGAMON  COUNTY 

Lawndale  &  Cropsey  D.D. 

Dora  Mutual  D.D.  #4 

Sub.  #3 

Lawndale  k  Cropsey  D.D. ,  Sub*,#l 

East  Nelson  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Willow  Branch  Sc  Cerro  Gordo  D.D* 

Capitol  D.  Sc  L. 

Lawndale  L  Cropsey  D.D. ,  Sub.  #2 

Hostetler  D.D. 

Sub .  #5 

Di vernon  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Lawndale  k  Cropsey  D.D.,  Sub.  #3 

Johnathan  Creek  D.D.  #2 

Willow  Branch  Sc  Cerro  G^j»do  D.D. 

Divemon  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Lawndale  6c  Cropsey  D.D.,  Sub.  #4 

Johnathan  Creek  D.D.  #4 

Sub.  #8 

Illiopolis  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Lawndale  L  Cropsey  D.D. ,  Sub.  #5 

Lovington  D.D. 

Willow  Branch  Sc  Cerro  Gordo  Twp. 

Illiopolls  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Mackinaw  D.D. 

Lovington  D.D.  #1 

D.D.  #4 

North  Fork  Outlet  D.D. 

Mackinaw  D.D.,  Sub.  #1 

Lovington  D.D.  //2 

Pawnee  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Mackinaw  D.D. ,  Sub.  #2 

Lovington  D.D.  #5 

PIKE  COUNTY 

Talkington  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Mackinaw  D.D.,  Sub.  #3 

Lowe  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Talkington  Mutual  D.D.  #2 

Mackinaw  D.D. ,  Sub.  #4 

Lowe  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Atlas  Creek,  Sub. ,  D.D. 

Talkington  Mutual  D.D.  #3 

Martin  Twp.  D.D. 

Lowe  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Bay  Creek,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Auburn  Sc  Virden 

Mutual  Benefit  D.D. 

Lowe  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Boyd  D.  Sc  L. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Illiopolis  Sc 

Necessary  D.D. 

Lo we  Twp.  D.D.  #7 

Chambersburg  D.D. 

Lanesville 

Normal- Towanda  D.D. 

Moultrie,  Coles,  Sc  Douglas  D.D. 

Collins  Pond  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Illiopolis  Sc 

Patton  D.D. 

Randall  D.D.  #1 

Hadley,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Lanesville 

Prairie  Creek  D.D. 

Sullivan  D.D.  #1 

Kiser  Creek,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Willow  Creek 

Sabina  D.D. 

Sullivan  Twp.  D.D.  # 2 

McCraney  Creek,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Salt  Creek  D.D. 

Sullivan  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

McGee  Creek,  Sub.,  D.D. 

SCHUYLER  COUNTY 

Sangamon  D.D. 

Sullivan  Mutual  D.D.  #L 

Sand  Slough  D.D. 

Sangamon  River  D.D. 

Union  Twp.  D.D.  #1,  Dora  Sc 

Six  Mile  D.D. 

big  Lake  D.  Sc  L. 

Sugar  Creek  D.D. 

Lovington 

Sny  Island  D.  Sc  L. 

Coal  Creek  D.D. 

Travis  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Dora  Sc  Mt.  Zion 

Valley  City  D.  Sc  L. 

Crane  Creek  D.  Sc  L. 

Twohead  D.D. 

Union  D.D. ,  Lovington,  Lowe, 

Frederick  D.  Sc  L. 

Yates  D.D. 

Yates  D.D. 

Sc  Jonathan  Creek 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Lowe  6c  Jonathan 

POPE  COUNTY 

Kelly  Lake  D.  6c  L. 

Creek 

Bay  Bottoms  D.D. 

SCOTT  COUNTY 

MENaRD  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Mast  Union 

Whitley  D.D. 

Brownfield  D.D. 

Big  Swan  D.  Sc  L. 

Oakford  Special  D.D. 

Salt  Creek  Special  D.D. 

Whitley  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

PULASKI  COUNTY 

Coon  Run  D.  k  L. ,  Sub.  #2 

Hillview  D.  k  L. 

OGLE  COUNTY 

Big  Creek  D.D.  #1 

Mauvaisterre  D.  k  L. 

MERCER  COUNTY 

Kilbuck  Mutual  D.D. 

Big  Creek  D.D.  #2 

Briar  Creek  D.D, 

Scott  County  D.  &  L. 

Bay  Island  D.D. 

Kishwaukee  D.D. 

Pulaski  D.D. 

SHELBY  COUNTY 

Keithsburh  D.D. 

Kyte  River  D.D. 

Pulaski  County  D.D. 

Westaug  D.D. 

Ashgrove  Twp..  D.D.  #1 

MONROE  COUNTY 

PEORIA  COUNTY 

PUTNAM  COUNTY 

Ashgrove  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Flat  Branch  D.D* 

Columbia  D.D.  #3 

Banner  Special  D.  Sc  L. 

Flat  Branch  Tup.  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Connor  Lake,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Dog-wood  Slough,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Peking  Sc  LaMarsh  D.  Sc  L. 

Hennepin  D.  Sc  L. 

Oconee  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Okaw  D.D.  #1 

Fort  Chartres  &  Ivy  Landing  D.D. 
Franey,  Sub.,  D.D. 

PIATT  COUNTY 

RANDOLPH  COUNTY 

Prairie  Two ..  D.D.  #1 

Prairie  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Goose  Lake,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Beraent  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

Edgar  Lakes  D.  6c  L. 

Richland  D.D.  #1 

Harr isonvi lie  k  Ivy  Landing 

Bement  Mutual  D.D.  #5 

Horse  Prairie  D.D. 

Rural  Mutual  D.D.  #1 

D.  U  L.  #2 

Cerro  Gordo  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Kaskaskia  Island  D.  Sc  L. 

Strasburg  D.D. 

Masterson  Lake,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Cerro  Gordo  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Marais  GIteau  D.  Sc  L. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Neoga  k  Spring 

Moredock  Sc  Ivy  Landing  D.D. 

Cerro  Gordo  Twp.  D.D.  # 4 

Point 

Mowing  Pond,  Sub.,  D.D. 

Cerro  Gordo  Sc  Lone  Creek  Twp. 

RICHLAND  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Okaw  k  Todds 

Sheehan  Lake,  Sub.,  D.D. 

D.D.  #5 

Point  Twp. 

Springtown  D.  6.  L. 

Cerro  Gordo  Sc  Lovington  Twps. 

North  German  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Penn  k  Pickaway 

Strasser  Lake,  Sub.,  D.D. 

D.D.  #7 

West  Decker  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Shelby  k 

Wilson  k  Wecker  D.  6c  L. 

Deland  D.D. 

Richland  Twp. 

Goose  Creek  Twp.  D.D. 

ROCK  ISLAND  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Todd's  Point  k 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 

Goose  Creek  Twp.  D.D.  ff 2 

Pickaway 

Goose  Creek  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Big  Island  D.  Sc  L. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Todd's  Point  k 

Blue  Grass  D.D. 

Goose  Creek  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Blackhawk  D.D. 

Pickaway 

Bois  D'Arc  D.D.  #1 

Hammond  Mutual  D.D. 

Drury  D.D. 

Bois  D'Arc  D.D.  #2 

Hammond  Mutual  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Hampton  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

STARK  COUNTY 

Bols  D'Arc  D.D.  #3 

Lake  Fork  D.D. 

Hampton  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Bug  River  D.D. 

Lake  Fork  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Hampton  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Spoon  River  D.D. 

Harvel  D.D.  #1 

Lake  Fork  D.D.  ,  Sub.  ff 2 

Hampton  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Harvel  D.D.  #2 

Lake  Fork  D.D. ,  Sub.  #5 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Rock  Island  Sc 

TAZEWELL  COUNTY 

Irish  Flats  Special  D.D. 

Lake  Fork  D.D.  ,  Sub.  ff 4 

Mercer 

North  Litchfield  D.D. 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #5 

Union  D.D.  #1 

East  Peoria  D.  k  L. 

Pitman  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #7 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Zuma  &  Hampton 

Hickory  Grove  D.D. 

Pitman  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #10 

Rocky  Ford  D.D. 

Pitman  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #15 

ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY 

Sand  Prairie  D.D.  #1 

Pitman  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #16 

Spring  Lake  D.  Sr  L. 

Pitman  Twp.  D.D.  #6 

Lake  Fork  D.D. ,  Sub.  #18 

Falling  Springs  D.D. 

Spring  Lake  D.D.  #1 

Raymond  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Lake  Fork  D.D. ,  Sub.  #19 

Prairie  Du  Pont  D.  k  L. 

Ten  Mile  Creek  D.D. 

Raymond  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #21 

Richland  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Cincinnati  k 

Raymond  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Lake  Fork  D.D. ,  Sub.  #27 

Richland  D.D.  #1 

Spring  Lake 

South  Litchfield  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #31 

Richland  Creek  D.D.  #2 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Sand  Prairie  k 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Bois  D'Arc  & 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #32 

Richland  Creek  D.D.  #3 

Cincinnati 

DIvernon 

Lake  Fork  D.D.,  Sub.  #33 

Richland  Creek  D.D.  #4 

Urbandale  D.  k  L. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Bois  D'Arc  & 

Monticello  D.D.  #2 

Silver  Creek  D.D. 

Girard 

Monticello  Sc  Beraent  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Sugar  Loaf  k  Centerville  Twp. 

UNION  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Bois  D'Arc  6e  King 

Trenkle  Slough  D.D. 

D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Harvel  Sc 

Union  D.D.  #4,  Bement,  Willow 

Clear  Creek  D.  6c  L. 

Bois  D'Arc 

Branch  Sc  Cerro  Gordo 

SALINE  COUNTY 

Miller  Pond  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  ff 1 ,  Harvel  Sc  Pitman 

Union  D.D.  #5,  Cerro  Gordo  & 

Preston  D.  6c  L. 

Union  D.D.  //I,  Janesville  Sc 

Long  Creek 

Bankston  Special  D.D. 

Pitman 

Union  D.D.  #6,  Cerro  Gordo  Sc 

Black  Branch  D.D. 

VERMILION  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #1,  King  Sc  Harvel 

Long  Creek 

Blackland  Special  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Nokomis  Sc 

Union  D.D.  #3,  Cerro  Gordo  Sc 

Blackland  Special  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Alvin  D.D. 

Roundtree 

Willow  Branch 

Cottage  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Bean  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Pitman  Sc 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Unity  Sc  Lovington 

Cottage  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Beneficial  Special  D.D. 

Bois  D'Arc 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Wolf  Run 

Cottage  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Bismarck  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Raymond  &  Harvel 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Wolf  Run  Sub. 

Eldorado  D.D. 

Bridgeman  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Raymond  Sc 

Unity  D.D.  #2 

Little  Saline  D.D.  #1 

Brougher  D.D. 

Roundtree 

Unity  D.D.  #3 

Middle  Fork  D.D. 

Butler  Branch  D.D. 

Zanesville  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Unity  D.D.  #7 

Unity  D.D.  #9 

Middle  Fork  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Pankey  Branch  D.D. 

Center  Creek  D.D. 
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VERMILION  COUNTY  -  Continued 

VERMILION  COUNTY  -  Continued 

WHITE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

WILL  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Champaign  Sc  Vermilion  Special 

D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Vance  &  Sidell 

Hawthorne  Mutual  D.D.  #3 

Deer  Creek  D.D.  #3 

Vance  D.D.  #2 

Lost  Creek  D.D. 

Eagle  Lake,  Washington  Twp.  D.D. 

Eight  Nile  D.D. 

Vermilion  Grove  D.D. 

Mill  Shoals  D.D.  f& 

Eastern  Lille  Cache  Swamp  D.D. 

Fairview  Special  D.D. 

Westville  D.D. 

Mud  Creek  D.D.  #4 

Gorman  D.D. 

Fairview  Special  D.D.,  Sub.  #1 

Partridge  D.D. 

Green  Garden  D.D.  #1 

Fayette  Special  D.D. 

WABASH  COUNTY 

Randolph  D.D. 

Joliet  Twp.  D.D.  it 1 

Feather  Creek  D.D.  #1 

Salem  D.D. 

Lorenzo  D.D. 

Feather  Creek  D.D.  #2 

Allendale  D.D.  #1 

Wabash  D.  Sc  L. 

Meyer  D.D. 

Grant  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Rochester  Sc  McLeary  L.  D. 

Monee  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Grape  Creek  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  ffl 

WHITESIDE  COUNTY 

Peotone  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Green  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  #2 

Shehan  Mutual  D.D. 

Hammel  Mutual  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  if 5 

Cattail  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Florence  Sc 

Henning  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  #4 

Coon  Creek  D.D.  #1 

Wesley 

Hoopeston  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  #5 

Coon  Creek  D.D.  #2 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Frankfort  Sc  Rich 

Hummrick  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  #6 

Coon  Creek  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Manteno  Sc  Peo- 

Jamaica  Special  D.D. 

Wabaah  D.D.  #7 

Enterprise  D.D. 

tone 

Jamesburg  Special  D.d. 

Wabash  D.D.  #8 

Hahn e man  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Monee  &  Green 

Johnaon  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  #9 

Hahneman  Twp. .D.D.  #2 

Garden 

Jordan  Special  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  #10 

Hahn e man  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  # L,  Monee,  Will,  Sc 

Krugg  D.D. 

Wabash  D.D.  #11 

Hume  D.D.  #4 

Crete 

Maple  Grove  D.D. 

Wabaah  D.D.  #13 

Johnson  Creek  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D,  #1,  Peotone  Sc 

McKendree  D.D. 

Wabaah  D.D.  #14 

Johnson  Creek  D.  Sc  L. 

Manteno 

Oakwood  Twp.  D.D.  #  1 

Wabaah  D.D.  #15 

Lyndon  D.D.  #2 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Peotone  Sc  Wilton 

Oakwood  Twp.  D.D.  #7 

Wabaah  D.D.  #16 

Meredosia  D.  Sc  L. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Sumner,  Manteno, 

Oakwood  Twp.  D.D.  #8 

Montmorency  D.D.  #2 

&  Will 

Oakwood  Twp.  D.D.  #9 

WAYNE  COUNTY 

Newton  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Washington  Sc  Will 

Oakwood  Twp.  D.D.  #12 

Sharon  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Washington  Sc 

Pleaaant  Hill  D.D. 

Big  Mound  D.D. 

Summit  D.D. 

Yellowhead 

Pleasant  View  D.D. 

Borah  D.D. 

Swan  Lake  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Washington  Sc 

Rankin  D.D. 

Elm  River  D.D. 

Tampico,  Prophets town,  &  Hume 

Yellowhead 

Reilly  D.D. 

Golden  Gate  D.D. 

Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Wheatland  Sc 

Riss  Two  Nytyak  D.D. 

Leech  Sc  Grover  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Erie  Sc  Fenton 

Naperville 

Rosa  D.D.  //I 

Little  Wabaah  River  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Hahneman  Sc 

Washington  Twp.  D.D.,  Sub.  #3 

Rosa  D.D.  #2 

Masailon  D.D. 

Montmorency 

Washington  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Roaa  Mutual  D.D. 

Montray  Slough  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Hahneman  Sc 

Washington  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Sidell  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Skillet  Fork  D.D. 

Montmorency 

Washington  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Sidell  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Leech  L  Massilon 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Hume  Sc  Prophets- 

Washington  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Sidell,  Carroll,  Jamaica  Mutual 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Wayne  l:  Edwards 

town 

Will  D.D.  #1 

D.D.  If 2,  Sub.  #1 

County 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Lyndon  Sc  Fenton 

Will  D.D.  #2 

Sinking  Hole  D.D. 

Stony  Creek  D.D. 

Woods  D.D.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Montmorency  Sc 

Coloma 

Wilmington  Southern  D.D. 

Stony  Creek  D.D. ,  Sub.  #1 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Butler  Sc  Foun- 

WHITE  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #5,  Montmorency  Sc 

Coloma 

WINNEBAGO  COUNTY 

tain  Creek 

Cattail  D.D. 

Uhion  D.D.  #1,  Tampico  &  Hahne- 

Rockford-Winnebago  Special  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Carroll  Sc 

Clark  D.D. 

man 

Jamaica 

Emma  Twp.  D.D.  #3 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Tampico  Sc  Hahne- 

WOODFORD  COUNTY 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Carroll,  Jamaica, 

Emma  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

man 

Sc  Sidell 

Emma  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Whiteside  &.  Rock  Island  Sp.  D.D. 

Bracken  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Grant  Sc  Rosa 

Emma  Twp.  D.D.  #6 

Clayton-Bennington  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Newell  <5c  Roaa 

Emma  Twp.  D.D.  #7 

WILL  COUNTY 

Farmers  Mutual  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #2,  Oakwood  Sc  Pilot 

Pox  River  D.D. 

Mud  Creek  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Oakwood  Sc  Vance 

Fulkerson  D.D. 

Black  Walnut  D.D. 

Panther  Creek  D.D, 

Union  D.D.  if 1,  Sidell  Sc  Young 

Granny  Tweedle  D.  Sc  L. 

Crete  Twp.  D.D.  #1 

Partridge  D.  Sc  L. 

America 

Hawthorne  D.D.  #2 

Crete  Twp.  D.D.  #2 

Prairie  Lake  D.D. 

Union  D.D.  #1,  Vance  Sc  Catlin 

Hawthorne  Mutual  D.D.  #2 

Crete  Twp.  D.D.  #4 

Crete  Twp.  D.D.  #5 

Roanoke  D.D. 

Rome  View  D.  Sc  L. 
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TABLE  II 

COLLECTIONS  OF  CONSTRUCTION  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFITS  ASSESSMENTS 

By  Drainage  Districts.  1925-1938 
Summarized 


County 

No .  of 
Dist¬ 
ricts 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

Total 

Adams 

4 

$94.7 

$157.1 

$118.1 

£56.2 

$116.9 

£83 . 6 

$67.5 

£34.3 

$32.5 

$74.5 

$44.0 

$50.2 

$929.6 

Alexander 

4 

52.9 

44.2 

46.3 

58.4 

55.3 

36.3 

25.8 

15.4 

13.0 

9.9 

3.2 

7.2 

367.9 

Brown 

i 

6.1 

7.5 

21.4 

10.4 

5.3 

4.5 

1.3 

0.4 

-- 

-- 

-- 

56.9 

Bureau 

4 

— 

5.5 

8.5 

10.5 

14.0 

4.6 

20.0 

21.0 

21.7 

16.6 

14.7 

4.5 

141.6 

Carroll 

2 

25.5 

7.5 

26.6 

25.7 

47.4 

23.1 

14.1 

6.9 

16.0 

7.6 

15.3 

6.8 

222.5 

Cass 

10 

50.1 

35.6 

107.2 

117.8 

56.2 

32.3 

31.5 

21.0 

5.9 

7.0 

6.6 

__ 

471.2 

Champaign 

38 

63.8 

131.2 

19.3 

28.3 

108.0 

218.2 

58.1 

10.8 

13.5 

6.9 

55.3 

18.9 

732.3 

Christian 

22 

15.1 

1.7 

8.5 

13.2 

24.6 

56.0 

18.1 

4.7 

1.8 

2.9 

1.4 

0.8 

148.8 

Clay 

1 

1.2 

0.6 

0.6 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

2.4 

Clinton 

3 

0.3 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

19.6 

5.7 

7.1 

3.5 

4.6 

3.8 

3.9 

3.3 

52.2 

Coles 

27 

0.1 

7.3 

4.0 

11.5 

24.3 

38.8 

28.5 

18.3 

19.2 

10.8 

12.3 

17.7 

192.8 

Crawford 

4 

59.0 

76.4 

19.7 

6.3 

13.8 

4.3 

4.0 

3.4 

1.2 

1.0 

0.2 

189.3 

De'Witt 

3 

— 

— 

-- 

12.5 

1.5 

76.4 

4.9 

5.8 

4.1 

4.9 

1.9 

0.2 

112.2 

Douglas 

6 

— 

9.1 

3.4 

3.1 

6.4 

7.7 

7.2 

12.8 

0.9 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

52.8 

Edgar 

12 

13.5 

— 

18.6 

20.5 

16.0 

2.9 

2.2 

2.2 

0.8 

5.9 

82.6 

Edwards 

1 

— 

— 

— 

1.9 

2.7 

2.6 

2.7 

2.3 

2.1 

0.4 

_ 

_ 

14.7 

Fayette 

4 

22.9 

14.8 

16.0 

20.9 

14.7 

15.7 

10.8 

9.0 

5.8 

4.9 

.3.9 

4.7 

144.1 

Ford 

9 

— 

19.5 

22.0 

22.2 

44.3 

32.9 

15.4 

4.3 

2.0 

6.6 

5.6 

13.6 

188.4 

Fulton 

8 

218.0 

220.0 

164.3 

91.9 

84.6 

97.9 

62.4 

93.9 

67.9 

26.7 

21.4 

38.4 

1,187.4 

Gallatin 

3 

12.9 

10.9 

9.7 

18.5 

10.5 

10.4 

8.4 

9.6 

6.1 

14.6 

9.7 

10.4 

131.7 

Greene 

4 

52.4 

50.6 

44.0 

59.1 

73.8 

50.0 

66.7 

33.0 

23.8 

27.8 

30.3 

53.0 

564.5 

Grundy 

1 

7.4 

6.1 

17.2 

0.5 

1.2 

1.9 

10.0 

1.3 

3.1 

3.4 

7.4 

9.4 

68.9 

Hamilton 

1 

10.6 

10.6 

36.6 

32.0 

29.5 

24.2 

13.2 

8.8 

2.7 

— 

-- 

— 

168.2 

Hancock 

1 

15.7 

2.9 

23.4 

47.7 

33.5 

-- 

20.6 

4.7 

— 

11.8 

10.9 

10.8 

182.0 

Henderson 

3 

51.6 

31.7 

102.6 

109.7 

119.4 

77.7 

66.1 

22.4 

15.0 

18.2 

17.1 

19.4 

650.9 

Henry 

5 

19.1 

7.5 

9.0 

12.8 

45.9 

65.4 

22.1 

2.8 

i.i 

11.2 

2.3 

2.8 

202.0 

Iroquoi s 

41 

37.6 

81.7 

46.5 

32.1 

143.4 

112.9 

93.2 

66.7 

60.2 

62.2 

48.3 

33.1 

822.9 

Jackson 

4 

28.4 

88.5 

12.3 

38.7 

27.6 

30.0 

12.4 

10.4 

9.7 

11.5 

10.0 

14.6 

294.1 

Jasper 

3 

28.2 

27.1 

39.2 

36.4 

25.8 

25.9 

13.9 

9.3 

10.4 

7.7 

9.5 

10.8 

244.2 

Jersey 

2 

40.2 

32.5 

45.7 

56.5 

62.1 

,57.1 

44.9 

36.7 

12.2 

11.4 

18.8 

17.5 

435.6 

Jolmson 

2 

3.3 

3.6 

3.4 

3.8 

3.4 

3.2 

3.0 

2.8 

2.7 

2.6 

2.5 

0.7 

35.0 

Kankakee 

6 

2.8 

-- 

17.3 

13.8 

7.1 

9.8 

13.7 

7.4 

6.1 

4.2 

5.2 

5.3 

92.7 

Kendall 

3 

— 

-- 

0.8 

-- 

-- 

6.5 

0.8 

— 

0.3 

-- 

— 

0.9 

9.3 

Lake 

i 

— 

38.0 

2.3 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

40.3 

LaSalle 

2 

— 

— 

— 

1.4 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

6.7 

8.1 

Lawrence 

6 

34.6 

32.3 

37.9 

24.2 

28.8 

49.3 

34.3 

29.5 

31.5 

31.9 

26.1 

14.8 

375.2 

Lee 

16 

4.9 

9.3 

27.8 

48.4 

50.7 

37.2 

27.3 

20.8 

16.5 

17.9 

26.1 

30.5 

317.4 

Livingston 

5 

60.0 

9.6 

17.3 

44.8 

39.9 

32.3 

15.3 

8.5 

6.4 

8.7 

3.0 

2.8 

248.6 

Macon 

13 

44.9 

7.4 

36.6 

51.2 

33.9 

42.7 

28.4 

13.4 

10.4 

10.7 

8.0 

10.8 

298.4 

Madison 

5 

24.2 

17.1 

19.1 

44.8 

59.0 

30.1 

20.7 

17.1 

15.5 

21.5 

17.9 

7.6 

294.6 

Marshall 

i 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

10.0 

5.0 

2.5 

0.9 

2.8 

__ 

0.1 

21.3 

Mason 

4 

8.9 

25.0 

15.2 

39.6 

33.7 

33.4 

30.2 

19.2 

29.0 

22.0 

24.9 

5.5 

286.6 

Massac 

i 

24.8 

47.8 

41.3 

28.2 

29.3 

25.5 

14.3 

8.3 

10.1 

10.3 

9.1 

7.9 

256.9 

KcLean 

13 

29.3 

32.8 

23.9 

69.7 

30.6 

31.0 

42.3 

14.5 

8.9 

11.8 

13.3 

12.1 

320.2 

Menard 

2 

— 

0.9 

2.0 

2.1 

7.8 

8.4 

17.5 

17.0 

22.0 

20.6 

n.i 

4.5 

113.9 

Mercer 

i 

25.5 

25.7 

36.7 

16.1 

32.2 

20.0 

27.6 

,  72.2 

49.9 

105.4 

66.1 

59.1 

536.5 

Monroe 

1 

0.2 

1.4 

2.5 

5.1 

15.8 

7.2 

11.4 

3.4 

2.1 

1.6 

2.4 

2.1 

55.2 

Montgomery 

25 

15.4 

11.2 

8.8 

27.6 

45.7 

13.1 

1.7 

0.4 

— 

2.3 

3.0 

1.5 

130.7 

Morgan 

3 

3.8 

9.7 

10.6 

9.0 

10.5 

9.1 

6.6 

11.5 

4.1 

7.3 

5.8 

4.4 

92.4 

Moultrie 

12 

— 

— 

— 

0.3 

21.2 

8.5 

12.4 

8.9 

6.5 

6.0 

5.4 

3.5 

72.7 

Peoria 

2 

67.7 

40.1 

40.4 

55.3 

58.1 

36.5 

27.1 

22.7 

28.7 

23.9 

24.3 

19.6 

444.4 

Piatt 

15 

11.3 

23.1 

12.7 

19.1 

18.0 

9.9 

13.0 

9.7 

8.7 

8.8 

69.0 

65.7 

269.0 

Pike 

11 

114.7 

141.0 

85.9 

316.3 

326.2 

57.0 

179.2 

127.9 

52.7 

72.4 

47.9 

90.5 

1,611.7 

Pope 

1 

1.9 

3.8 

3.4 

4.2 

4.1 

3.9 

3.7 

3.4 

3.8 

3.5 

3.4 

3.1 

42.2 

Pulaski 

3 

2.5 

4.8 

4.5 

4.9 

4.4 

12.0 

4.2 

4.9 

2.4 

3.4 

-1.4 

1.8 

51.2 

Putman 

1 

30.4 

30.6 

32.7 

30.7 

34.2 

29.6 

27.9 

10.6 

10.9 

4.8 

4.2 

3.7 

250.3 

Randolph 

i 

16.3 

— 

11.3 

15.7 

13.3 

0.3 

6.2 

8.4 

— 

6.9 

1.0 

1.7 

81.1 

Rock  Island 

2 

33.1 

8.5 

8.7 

16.0 

21.8 

25.5 

12.2 

8.8 

1.5 

1.2 

9.0 

10.7 

157.0 

Saline 

3 

1.0 

0.9 

1.0 

1.0 

12.6 

3.3 

2.4 

0.7 

0.7 

0.7 

— 

— 

24.3 

Schuyler 

4 

23.4 

56.2 

32.5 

84.6 

82.5 

52.5 

40.1 

21.8 

8.5 

11.5 

17.1 

6.8 

437.5 

Scott 

5 

108.2 

147.7 

105.9 

141.0 

138.8 

113.2 

112.5 

80.9 

46.6 

39.0 

38.0 

53.6 

1,125.4 

Shelby 

7 

0.3 

0.1 

0.2 

1.3 

0.9 

0.9 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

4.8 

Tazewell 

4 

76.5 

72.9 

32.8 

81.5 

77.2 

83.4 

71.6 

38.0 

32.3 

25.4 

31.2 

25.2 

698.0 

Union 

2 

36.3 

35.5 

52.2 

57.6 

51.7 

16.0 

15.6 

14.1 

12.4 

15.0 

0.7 

0.3 

307.4 

Vermilion 

18 

52.9 

20.6 

77.9 

23.9 

50.8 

45.9 

19.6 

41.4 

14.6 

15.3 

14.5 

8.1 

385.5 

Wabash 

15 

26.0 

26.6 

27.1 

31.8 

32.3 

25.8 

16.8 

2.3 

7.4 

2.0 

2.4 

2.0 

203.5 

Wayne 

4 

10.0 

14.8 

67.9 

32.6 

32.0 

28.2 

16.2 

9.0 

4.8 

1.8 

— 

— 

217.3 

White 

4 

8.8 

9.2 

8.0 

7.1 

7.3 

9.6 

5.5 

5.5 

5.1 

5.4 

0.7 

0.2 

72.4 

Whiteside 

8 

11.5 

4.9 

11.9 

21.8 

28.2 

30.3 

27.4 

18.2 

15.3 

6.9 

3.4 

15.6 

195.4 

Will 

i 

— 

— 

— 

48.3 

-“ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

48.3 

Winnebago 

1 

_ 

— 

_ 

0.7 

0.3 

0.1 

— 

— 

— 

0.1 

0.2 

— 

1.4 

Woodford 

3 

— 

— 

— 

32.7 

9.2 

25.3 

6.5 

4.7 

6.7 

6.1 

4.8 

5.9 

101.9 

Total 

468 

1,829.2 

2,001.3 

1,956.2 

2,393.2 

2,689.4 

2,203.1 

1,687.2 

1,167.0 

844.9 

908.9 

858.8 

851.5 

19,390.7 

lNo  drainage  districts  in  the  following  counties:  Franklin,  Hardin, 
Jefferson,  JoDavieSs,  Knox,  Marion,  McDonough,  Perry,  Stephenson, 
Warren,  Washington,  and  Williamson. 

Drainage  districts  inactive  during  the  period  1925-1937  in  the 
following  counties:  Bond,  Boone,  Clark,  Cumberland,  DeKalb,  DuPage, 
Effingham,  Kane,  Logan,  Macoupin,  McHenry,  Ogle,  Richland,  Sangamon, 


Stark  and  St.  Clair. 

Drainage  districts  partly  lying  in  this  county  have  been 
assigned  to  other  counties:  Calhoun  (assigned  to  Pike). 

Data  not  compiled  for  Cook  County. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

ADAMS  COUNTY 

Indian  Grave  Dr.  &  L.  Dist. 
Construction,  Principal1 

$39,136 

$37,798 

§46,063 

$44,909 

535,416 

$19,585 

510,205 

$12,681 

$35,002 

$6,957 

$5,360 

Construction,  Interest 

13,341 

12,250 

8,728 

— 

3,662 

— 

-- 

-  - 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

13,270 

13,156 

13,271 

-- 

13,447 

10,449 

10,547 

5,791 

10,723 

20,083 

18,957 

16,514 

-- 

-- 

Tot%J_-Gollec  tlons 

65,747 

63,204 

68,062 

— 

62,018 

45,865 

30,132 

15,996 

23,404 

55,085 

25,914 

21,874 

-- 

— 

Lima  Lake  Dr.  &  L.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  &  Int . 

Annual  Benefits3 

— 

57,996 

— 

— 

— 

— 

7,669 

2,725 

2,350 

2,120 

1,838 

1,639 

— 

— 

2,685 

2,052 

15,998 

$15,604 

14,868 

13,960 

15,111 

11,281 

4,006 

12,980 

12,266 

16,709 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

2,685 

60,048 

15,998 

15,604 

14,868 

13,960 

22,780 

14,006 

6,356 

15 , 100 

14 , 104 

18,348 

-- 

-- 

South  Quincy  Dr.  &  L.  Dl3t. 

Construction,  Principal 

18,331 

24,496 

19,334 

23,506 

24,216 

14,101 

4,222 

1,171 

991 

238 

61 

13 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

7,979 

6,958 

8,508 

8,842 

7,579 

3,539 

850 

167 

110 

34 

10 

-- 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

2,422 

6,230 

6,026 

6,026 

6,130 

7 , 4673  1,666 

1,673 

4,087 

3,865 

9,8153 

-- 

Total  Collections 

26,310 

33,876 

34,072 

38,374 

37,821 

23,770 

12,539 

3,004 

2,774 

4,359 

3,936 

9,828 

-- 

— 

Fall  Creek  Dr.  &  L.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

1,730 

1,730 

— 

1,732 

1 , 190 5 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

-- 

518 

416 

— 

311 

142 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

2,248 

2,146 

— 

2,043 

1,332 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Adams  County  Summary  (4  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

57,467 

110,290 

65,397 

25,236 

70,855 

49,517 

33,208 

15,291 

16,022 

37,360 

8,856 

7,012 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

21,320 

19,208 

17,236 

9,360 

11,657 

3,539 

1,161 

309 

110 

34 

10 

-- 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

15,955 

27,630 

35,499 

21,630 

34,441 

30,539 

33 , 125 

18,738 

16,402 

37,150 

35,088 

43,038 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

94,742 

157,128 

118,132 

56,226 

116,853 

83,595 

67,494 

34,336 

32,534 

74,544 

43,954 

50,050 

— 

— 

ALEXANDER  COUNTY 

Cairo  Dr.  &  L.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal6 

13,270 

13,270 

13,270 

21,067 

29,986 

11,433 

13,717 

10,855 

10,840 

8,041 

1,781 

4,461 

$2,949 

$1,473 

Construction,  Interest 

7,165 

6,369 

5,573 

5,707 

5,667 

5,917 

3,234 

1,526 

940 

1,300 

522 

1,251 

805 

463 

Annual  Benefits 

2,240 

2,120 

-- 

— 

-  - 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

22,675 

21,759 

18,843 

26,774 

35,653 

15,350 

16,951 

12,381 

11,780 

9,341 

2,303 

5,713 

3,754 

1,936 

B.  Cape  Girardeau  &  Clear  Creek 

Construction,  Principal 

9,676 

6,025 

8,234 

12,347 

4,721 

12,486 

6,366 

2,609 

722 

63 

41 

253 

421 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

4,124 

2,360 

3,101 

3,386 

671 

1,711 

833 

188 

27 

4 

2 

19 

31 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

1,456 

847 

1,660 

1,879 

674 

1,261 

1,505 

243 

467 

512 

858 

1,157 

1,627 

703 

Total  Collections 

15,256 

9,232 

12,995 

17,612 

6,266 

15,358 

8,704 

3,040 

1,216 

579 

901 

1,429 

2,079 

703 

Olive  Branch  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal7 

1,032 

1,032 

2,519 

3,246 

3,246 

2,887 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

2,973 

2,911 

3,054 

3.142 

2,946 

2,502 

-- 

-- 

-  - 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

4,005 

3,943 

5,573 

6,388 

6,192 

5,389 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

North  Alexander  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal0 

8,315 

7,488 

7,639 

6,846 

6,777 

181 

120 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

2,683 

1,760 

1,294 

774 

386 

16 

10 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

10,998 

9,248 

8,933 

7,620 

7,163 

197 

130 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Alexander  Co.  Summary  (4  Dist.) 

Construction  Principal 

32,293 

27,815 

31,662 

43,506 

44,730 

26,987 

20,203 

13,464 

11,562 

6,104 

1,822 

4,714 

3,370 

1,473 

Construction,  Interest 

16,945 

13,400 

13,022 

13,009 

9,870 

6,046 

4,077 

1,714 

967 

1,304 

524 

1,270 

836 

463 

Annual  Benefits 

3,696 

2,967 

1,660 

1,879 

674 

1,261 

1,505 

243 

467 

512 

ese 

1,157 

1,627 

703 

Total  Collections 

52,934 

44,182 

26,344 

58,394 

55,274 

36,294 

25,785 

15,421 

12,996 

9,920 

3,204 

7.141 

5,833 

2,639 

BOND  COUNTY 

No  collections  for  period  1925-1958 

BOONE  COUNTY 

No  collections  for  period  1925-1938 

BROWN  COUNTY 

Big  Prairie  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin,  &  Int. 

5,355 

4,o27 

17,203 

4,958 

1,002 

202 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits3 

755 

3,007 

4,235 

5,481 

4,286 

4,237 

1,324 

400 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

6,110 

7,534 

21,438 

10,439 

5,288 

4,439 

1,524 

400 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Brown  County  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Prin.  &  Int. 

5,355 

4,527 

17,203 

4,958 

1,002 

202 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

755 

3,007 

4,235 

5,481 

4,286 

4,237 

1,324 

400 

__ 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

6,110 

7,534 

21,438 

10,439 

5,288 

4,439 

1,324 

400 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— * 

BUREAU  COUNTY 

Green  River  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.10 

Construction,  Prin.  &  Int.11 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

14,985 

17,157 

19,472 

13.927 

12,219 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

4,252 

8,516 

8,514 

— 

1,447 

1,168 

1,251 

1,225 

eso 

930 

2,547 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

4,252 

8,516 

8,514 

— 

16,432 

18,325 

20,723 

15,152 

13,099 

930 

2,547 

-- 

Mineral  Marsh  Sr.  Dr.  Dist.12 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

3,735 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,207 

989 

936 

86 

653 

1,039 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

3,735 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,207 

989 

936 

86 

653 

1,039 

-- 

^■Includes  Interest  after  1929;  records  for  1928  missing. 

20f  this  amount  $0,853,  Includes  principal  and  Interest. 

^Probably  includes  some  construction  assessments;  construction 
account  1927-1930  not  available. 

*$4,474  collected  in  1927,  as  indicated  by  bond  borrowings; 
treasurer’s  records  for  this  year  not  available. 

5Records  not  available  after  1932. 

^Includes  annual  benefits  after  1926. 

'Includes  annual  benefits  all  years;  data  not  available  after  1930 
8Includes  annual  benefits  dataj not  available  after  1931. 


^Apparently  some  of  these  collections  represent  construction 
assessments  for  maintenance  and  not  annual  benefits  since  the 
total  exceeds  the  statutory  limitation  of  $1.00  per  acre  for 
annual  benefits. 

10This  district  extends  into  Whiteside  County. 

lxData  not  available  prior  to  1931.  This  district  levied  in  1929 
$150,000;  of  this  amount  $65,400  was  apparently  collected  in 
1929-30  as  indicated  by  bond  issue  of  $84,600. 

12This  district  levied  construction  assessments  of  $17,000  in 
1927  and  $28,930  in  1929.  Collection  record  not  available. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1958 

BUREAU  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Union  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.1 

Annual  Benefits 

Total  Collections 

-- 

$5,044 

5,044 

$10 

10 

$1,987 

1,987 

$4,568 

4,568 

$4,036 

4,036 

$3,015 

3,015 

— 

— 

— 

$992 

992 

$1,009 

1,009 

$23 

23 

:: 

Hickory  Creek  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.2 

Annual  Benefits 

Total  Collections 

498 

498 

498 

498 

— 

959 

959 

500 

500 

509 

509 

$487 

487 

— 

$481 

481 

516 

516 

1,925 

1,925 

489 

489 

__ 

Bureau  Co.  Summary  (4  Dists.) 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

14,985 

17,157 

$19,472 

13,927 

12,219 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

5,542 

8,495 

10,503 

14,041 

4,536 

4,971 

3,862 

2,240 

2,642 

2,474 

4,517 

5,542 

8,495 

10,503 

14,041 

4,536 

19,956 

21,019 

21,712 

16,569 

14,693 

4^517 

4,098 

— 

CALHOUN  COUNTY 

See  Pike  Co.  (Sny  Island  Levee 

Dr. 

Dist.) 

CARROLL  COUNTY 

Carroll  Co.  Dr.  Dist.3 4 * 

Construction,  Prin  and  Int. 

$10,491 

— 

— 

— 

37,314 

15,422 

1,536 

2,642 

10,217 

Annual  Benefits 

6,030 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,807 

Total  Collections 

16,521 

— 

— 

— 

37,314 

15,422 

1,536 

2,642 

10,217 

3*807 

~ 

— 

— 

— 

Savanna  and  York  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

2,980 

2,089 

22,118 

18,906 

2,243 

1,376 

2,597 

602 

382 

540 

3,492 

958 

Construction,  Interest 

2,091 

1,177 

1,435 

2,490 

5,109 

3,231 

4,212 

1,336 

1,424 

1,534 

7^335 

2,669 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

3,880 

4,188 

3,034 

4,293 

2,740 

3,126 

5,735 

2,366 

4,049 

1,698 

4,469 

3,160 

__ 

Total  Collections 

8,951 

7,454 

26,587 

25,689 

10,092 

7,733 

12,544 

4,304 

5,855 

3,772 

15,296 

6^787 

— 

— 

Carroll  Co.- Summary  (2  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

13,471 

2,089 

22,118 

18,906 

39,557 

16,798 

4,133 

3,244 

10,599 

540 

3,492 

958 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

2,091 

1,177 

1,435 

2,490 

5,109 

3,231 

4,212 

1,336 

1,424 

1,534 

7^335 

-2,669 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

9,910 

4,188 

3,034 

4,293 

2,740 

3,126 

5,735 

2,366 

4,049 

5,505 

4,469 

3,160 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

25,472 

7,454 

26,507 

25,689 

47,406 

23,155 

14,080 

6,946 

16,072 

7,579 

15,296 

6,787 

— 

— 

CASS  COUNTY 

Meredosla  Lake  Drainage  and  Levee 

)lat.‘ 

Construction,  Principal’ 

2,390 

1,542 

13,012 

7,832 

3,366 

2,620 

681 

502 

__ 

729 

364 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

573 

277 

182 

222 

1,928 

1,095 

339 

693 

759 

120 

114 

__ 

__ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

5,223 

4,251 

5,340 

5,272 

4,846 

4,268 

2,238 

1,806 

851 

2,452 

2,260 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

8,186 

6,070 

18,534 

13,326 

10,140 

7,983 

3,258 

3,001 

1,610 

3,301 

2,738 

-- 

— 

— 

Lost  Creek  Dr.  Dist.6 * 

Construction,  Principal 

6,418 

5,461 

9,646 

6,315 

10,092 

1,082 

748 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

1,944 

1,356 

2,209 

1,019 

530 

229 

173 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

8,362 

6,817 

11,855 

7,334 

10,622 

1,311 

921 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Clear  Lake  Dr.  Dist. 7 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

5,996 

4,827 

— 

6,581 

11,685 

-- 

7,191 

10,239 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

5,996 

4,827 

— 

6,581 

11,685 

-- 

7,191 

10,239 

— 

— 

-- 

" 

-- 

— 

Hager  Slough  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.8 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

1,046 

— 

— 

498 

140 

716 

312 

298 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

1,046 

— 

-- 

498 

140 

716 

312 

298 

— 

— 

— 

So.  Beardstown  Dr.  DIst.? 

Const.  Prin.  Int.  and  Annual 

Benefits 

— 

54,052 

69,589 

— 

1,734 

— 

780 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

54,052 

69,589 

— 

1,734 

— 

780 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Clear  Creek  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

12,757 

4,149 

8,539 

4,105 

4,709 

5,871 

2,319 

143 

_ 

48 

233 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

3,084 

2,969 

2,756 

1,960 

1,687 

1,645 

1,891 

184 

56 

268 

285 

__ 

_ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

857 

878 

352 

516 

875 

982 

308 

35 

8 

240 

.  . 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

16,698. 

7,996 

11,647 

6,581 

7,271 

8,498 

4,518 

362 

64 

556 

518 

— 

-- 

-- 

Valley  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

4,893 

4,263 

4,929 

8,313 

9,179 

6,475 

8,348 

1,803 

771 

399 

26 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

1,575 

2,491 

1,085 

1,808 

1,706 

1,161 

1,548 

181 

12 

30 

3 

-- 

_ 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

2,166 

1,596 

1,971 

330 

2,787 

2,216 

2,611 

1,084 

333 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

8,634 

8,350 

7,985 

10,451 

13,672 

9,852 

12,507 

3,068 

1,116 

429 

29 

— 

— 

— 

New  Pankey's  Pond  Dr.  Dist.10 

Annual  Benefits 

497 

-- 

872 

742 

742 

851 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

__ 

Total  Collections 

497 

— 

872 

742 

742 

851 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Shick  Shack  Mutual  Dr.  Dist.11 

Const.  Prin.  Int.  and  Annual 

Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,391 

1,913 

2,939 

2,181 

2,310 

2,390 

— 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1,391 

1,913 

2,939 

2,181 

2,310 

2,390 

— 

— 

— 

Mud  Creek  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal12 

1,291 

1,291 

1,291 

1>291 

1,291 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

387 

301 

233 

154 

86 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

695 

700 

690 

663 

604 

455 

209 

83 

696 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

1,678 

1,592 

2,219 

2,145 

2,067 

663 

664 

455 

209 

83 

696 

— 

— 

— 

Cass  County  Summary  (10  Dists., 

Construction,  Principal 

33,745 

21,533 

91,469 

104,026 

40,322 

19,173 

21,200 

16,406 

2,952 

3,486 

3,013 

-- 

— 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

7,563 

7,394 

6,465 

5,163 

5,937 

4,130 

3,951 

1,058 

827 

418 

402 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

8,743 

6,725 

9,230 

8,606 

9,940 

8,980 

6.319 

3,520 

2,117 

3,087 

3,254 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

50,051 

35,652 

107,164 

117,795 

56,199 

32,283 

31,470 

20,984 

5,896 

6,991 

6,669 

— 

_ Li 

— 

1No  construction  assessments  levied  1923-1937  at  which  time  $8,000  was  levied; 

data  not  available  1932-1935. 

2No  construction  assessments  levied  since  1914. 

^Data  for  this  district  very  Incomplete. 

4This  district  extends  into  Morgan  County. 

5 Apparently  includes  some  Interest. 

6No  records  available  for  construction  after  1931;  annual  benefits  record 

missing  entirely. 

?No  annual  benefits  levied  since  1924. 


8Very  little  activity  in  this  district  since  1924. 

^Construe tion  assessments  of  $83,895  levied  in  1926  and  $36,756  in  1927. 
Financial  diff iculties  of  this  district  culminated  in  an  R.F.C.  loan; 
detailed  data  are  not  available. 
l0Very  little  activity  in  this  district  since  1922. 

11Knovvn  before  1929  as  Middle  Creek  Drainage  District  at  which  time, 

according  to  bond  record  $12,383  was  collected  against  an  assessment  of 
$14,363.  Records  of  1929  and  prior  years  not  available. 

12From  Treasurer's  statement* 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

CHAMPAIGN  COUNTY 

Reaver  Lake  Drainage  District1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Jnt. 

— 

— 

43,331 

— 

53,981 

864,247 

87,640 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

*270 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

3,331 

2,991 

64,247 

7,540 

— 

270 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Big  Slough  Drainage  Dist.  &  Subs1 

Construction,  Prin.and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

20,330 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

2,995 

3,923 

'245 

1,195 

8208 

— 

— 

$525 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

20,350 

2,995 

3,923 

245 

1,195 

208 

— 

— 

525 

-- 

Camp  Creek  Drainage  Dist. 

Construction,  Pr^n.  end  Int. 

-- 

— 

3,592 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

399 

0818 

338 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,770 

<■■1,312 

$11 

5708 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

3,991 

818 

338 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,770 

1,312 

11 

703 

-- 

Condlt  tc  Fisher  Drainage  Diet.1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

6,541 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

6,541 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

East  Lake  Pork  Drainage  Dist.  &  Su 

DS 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

931 

19,340 

7,054 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

64 

145 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

50 

485 

909 

447 

-- 

-- 

587 

656 

16 

1,002 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

50 

1,416 

20,312 

7,656 

— 

-- 

597 

656 

16 

1,002 

-- 

limbarrass  River  3p.  Dr.  Dist.  &  Subs2 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

1,269 

— 

— 

3,405 

— 

— 

— 

2,391 

716 

— 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,269 

-- 

3,405 

-- 

" 

— 

2,391 

i  716 

-- 

-- 

Flatville  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,537 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,337 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

Fountain  Head  Dr.  Dist.  >.  Sub  3 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

30,290 

2,934 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

30,290 

2,934 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Harwood  Se  Kerr  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

547,520 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

47,520 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Hillsbury  Slough  Dr.  Dist.  fc  Subs 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

4,  R01 

1,399 

— 

— 

15,398 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

2,467 

2,072 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

4,901 

1,899 

2,467 

2,072 

15,398 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Homer,  Sidney  k  Union  Dist.  #3 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

399 

— 

— 

— 

— 

399 

— 

-- 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

399 

-- 

— 

-- 

399 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Kankakee  Dr.  Dist.  i:  Subs 

Construct' on.  Principal 

— 

2,400 

— 

1,571 

98T* 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

132 

— 

11 

-- 

— 

— 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

332 

374 

376 

575 

375 

341 

305 

553 

393 

355 

496 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

2,532 

362 

1,959 

1,956 

375 

375 

341 

305 

553 

393 

355 

496 

— 

Ka  ska  ski  a  Dr.  Dist.  ki  Subs 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

591 

— 

— 

364 

_ 

965 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

581 

-- 

" 

364 

— 

965 

— 

Little  Vermilion  Lr.  Dist.  k  Subs 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

*4,562 

— 

— 

— 

4,243 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

432 

— 

— 

— 

2,546 

2,«17 

3,321 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

2,703 

335 

__ 

Total  Collections 

4,994 

— 

-- 

-- 

6,791 

2,017 

3,321 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,703 

336 

-- 

Long  Point  Slough  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

8,929 

— 

— 

— 

— 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

8,929 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Lotus  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.  k  Subs 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

— 

_ 

2,210 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

1,424 

1,463 

2,541 

2,225 

956 

209 

— 

391 

_ 

338 

_ 

«... 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

1,424 

1,463 

2,451 

4,835 

956 

209 

-- 

391 

— 

338 

-- 

— 

-- 

Okaw  Dr.  Dist.  &  Subs 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

9, 6605  2,9335  447 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

542 

723 

581 

572 

120 

255 

— 

300 

_ 

115 

1,410 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

542 

10,383 

3,514 

1,019 

120 

255 

-- 

300 

-- 

116 

1,410 

-- 

Owl  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1,460 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,460 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Philo,  Crittenden  k  Union  Dr.  Dist 

Construction,  Pr'n.  and  Int. 

— 

10,997 

2,696 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

10,997 

2,996 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Ramp  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Tnt. 

— 

9,310 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

504 

294 

_ 

_ 

__ 

2,445 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

9,310 

504 

■294 

— 

— 

" 

2,445 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Saline  Branch  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

42,655 

6,000 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

42,655 

6,000 

-- 

-- 

Salt  Fork  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

— 

_ 

13,510 

8,678 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

13,510 

8,678 

" 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

*Very  little  data  obtainable. 

‘Very  little  activity  in  this  district  since  1920. 

> Annual  benefits  amounting  to  $4,400  for  the  period  1930  -  1934  not  shown; 
record  not  available. 


*This  district  levied  $4,042  construction  assessment  in  1929  publish  collections 
were  not  available. 

5Probably  levied  as  annual  benefits. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1951 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

CHAMPAIGN  COUNTY  -  Continued 

■Sidney  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

023,146 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

219 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  collections 

— 

23,365 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Silver  Creek  Dr*  Dist* 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

§2,702 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,702 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

South  Fork  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

$1,776 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

§5,239 

Total  Collections 

1,776 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,239 

South  Homer  Dr.  Dist.  ft 1 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

$553 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

~ 

— 

— 

553 

— 

— 

— 

Spoon  River  Dr.  Dist. 

$17,573 

Construction, Pr in.  and  Int. 

57,033 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

57,033 

— 

— 

— 

— 

17,573 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Stanton  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

$2,520 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,520 

— 

Stanton  and  Ogden  Dr.  Dist. 

$2,503 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

§408 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,503 

408 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Stanton  and  Somers  Union  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

6,331 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

6,331 

St.  Joseph  Dr.  Dist. 

$6,024 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

2,553 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

Tolono  Sub.  of  Pesotum  Slough  Dr.D 

1st. 

2,553 

6,024 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

22,838 

$4,519 

$4,292 

4,352 

§4,267 

4,035 

3,862 

3,227 

2,663 

2,136 

-- 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

22,838 

4,519 

4,292 

4,352 

4,267 

4,035 

3,862 

3,227 

2,663 

2,136 

— 

— 

— 

Two  Mile  Slough  Dr.  Dist.  and  Subs 

$910 

Construction, Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

650 

38,593 

1,154 

57 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

291 

— 

Construction, Interest 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

556 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

-- 

391 

16 

1,750 

328 

-- 

-- 

-- 

3,274 

6,833 

4,760 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

1,041 

39,165 

2,904 

385 

— 

— 

— 

3,274 

7,743 

5,051 

— 

Union  Dr.  Dist.  #1 2 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

32,043 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

176 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

32,219 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Vance,  Sidell  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1,751 

987 

545 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1,751 

987 

545 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Wildcat  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.  and  Subs 

Construction, Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

14,105 

4,224 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

273 

— 

— 

— 

— — 

-- 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

3,225 

2,893 

979 

1,000 

— 

2,148 

— 

— 

1,260 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

3,225 

2,893 

15,084 

5,497 

— 

2,148 

— 

— 

1,260 

— 

Wrisk  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefit 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,540 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

Champaign  County  Summary  (38  Dists 

.) 

1,540 

Construction, Principal 

61,595 

129,394 

16,027 

16,173 

91,470 

201,047 

43,527 

3,862 

9,251 

2,663 

44,791 

6,910 

291 

6,331 

Construction, Interest 

— 

351 

-- 

11 

556 

240 

418 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

2,208 

1,424 

3,270 

12,152 

15,942 

16,103 

14,115 

6,915 

4,309 

4,225 

10,554 

12,  010 

12,722 

5,239 

Total  Collections 

63,803 

131,169 

19,297 

28,336 

107,968 

218,190 

58,060 

10,777 

13,560 

6,338 

55,345 

18,920 

13,013 

11,570 

CHRISTIAN  COUNTY 

Assumption  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

177 

508 

— 

356 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

177 

508 

-- 

356 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Clear  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

7,305 

6,534 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

__ 

-- 

__ 

— 

-- 

_ 

__ 

— 

— 

49 

340 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

7,385 

6,534 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

49 

340 

— 

Glover  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

1,563 

193 

-- 

— 

555 

323 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

1,563 

193 

~ 

555 

323 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

King  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Construct ion, Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

28,774 

5,049 

111 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

28,774 

5,049 

111 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

May  Dr.  Dlat.  #1 

Cons true ti on, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— — 

— 

3,400 

2,163 

788 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

125 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

-- 

3,408 

2,163 

788 

— 

— 

— 

125 

— 

— 

— 

Mosquito  Mutual  Dr.  Dist.  #4 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

11,236 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

11,236 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Ricks  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

5,793 

— 

_ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

1,442 

525 

512 

-- 

1,217 

2,780 

1,183 

777 

299 

298 

343 

786 

42 

-- 

Total  Collections 

1,442 

525 

6,305 

— 

1,217 

2,780 

1,183 

777 

299 

298 

343 

786 

42 

— 

Erroneously  reported  as  annual  benefits 


This  district  extends  Into  Vermilion  County, 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1958 

CHRISTIAN  COUNTY 

Rieka  Dr.  Diat.  #2 

Construction,  Prin .  and  Int . 

$7,530 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

7,530 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Stonlngton  Dr.  Dlst.  #1 

$2,370 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— — 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

2,370 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Union  #1  Assumption  &  May 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

$281 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

281 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-* 

-- 

-- 

Union  #1  Assumption  &  Pana 

Annual  Reneflts 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

$50 

$723 

— 

$895 

$125 

— 

$3,729 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

50 

723 

— 

895 

125 

— 

3,729 

-- 

Union  #3  Assumption  &  Pana 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

84 

194 

1,600 

287 

$40 

701 

-- 

— 

— 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

84 

194 

1,600 

287 

40 

701 

— 

-- 

-- 

Union  #1  Assumption  &  Pralrietown 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

213 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

213 

-- 

Union  it  1  King  &  Bols  D* Arc 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Tnt. 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,812 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

__ 

_ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

?1,313 

3301 

-- 

3,44 

-- 

1,112 

115 

-- 

— 

761 

348 

— 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

1,313 

301 

— 

44 

2,812 

1,112 

115 

-- 

-- 

761 

348 

-- 

-- 

— * 

Union  #1  Locust  &  May 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-  - 

— 

-- 

9,358 

4,801 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

583 

— 

— 

— 

1,311 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

9,358 

4,881 

-- 

— 

— 

583 

— 

— 

-- 

1,311 

— 

Union  #2  Locust  fc  May 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— — 

— 

-- 

1,755 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

630 

485 

— 

837 

37 

665 

171 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

630 

485 

1,755 

837 

37 

665 

171 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Union  #1  May  4  Taylorvllle 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1,996 

26 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,996 

26 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Union  #l^Pana  &  Rural 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

6,888 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

533 

45 

344 

298 

— 

— 

1,374 

2,069 

184 

70 

309 

— 

_ 

51,945 

Total  Collections 

553 

45 

344 

290 

— 

6,888 

1,374 

2,069 

184 

70 

309 

— 

— 

1,945 

Union  ft  1  Ricks  Sc  King 

Annual  Benefits 

307 

— 

— 

465 

346 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

361 

_ 

Total  Collections 

307 

— 

— 

455 

346 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

" 

361 

— 

Union  it  1  Riclcs  &  Roundtree 

Annual  Benefits 

26  9 

63 

— 

1.8661 

245 

123 

— 

— 

— 

.. 

184 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

268 

63 

— 

1,865 

246 

123 

-- 

— 

-- 

184 

-- 

-- 

Union  #2  Ricks  &  Roundtree 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

3,092 

__ 

— 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

419 

— 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

" 

419 

— 

-- 

3,092 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Union  #3  Ricks  &  Roundtree 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

316 

— 

316 

316 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

316 

— 

316 

316 

— 

-- 

— 

" 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Christian  County  Summary  (22  Dists. 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

) 

11,236 

5,793 

9,358 

21,723 

49,335 

12,371 

Ill 

Annual  Benefits 

3,863 

1,669 

2,700 

3,811 

2,871 

6,713 

5,740 

4,572 

1,771 

2,896 

1,434 

$835 

5,996 

1,945 

Total  Collections 

15,099 

1,659 

8,493 

13,169 

24,594 

56,048 

18,111 

4,583 

1,771 

2,896 

1,434 

835 

5,996 

1,945 

CLARK  COUNTY 

No  collections  for  period  1925-1938 

CLAY  COUNTY 

Little  Wabash  &  Big  I.'ud^y  Dr.  Dlst. 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

2 

1,216 

608 

608 

Total  Collections 

1,216 

608 

608 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Clay  County  Summary  (1  Dlst.) 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

1,216 

608 

608 

Total  Collections 

1,216 

600 

608 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

CLINTON  COUNTY 

Germantown  Dr.  Dlst. 

Annual  Benefits 

270 

136 

136 

136 

136 

270 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

275 

58 

Total  Collections 

270 

136 

136 

136 

136 

270 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

275 

58 

68 

-- 

Hanover  Dr.  Dlst.2 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

10,351 

2,00c1 

3,169 

482 

986 

292 

125 

269 

269 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

307 

-- 

225 

124 

108 

92 

30 

57 

38 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

10,658 

2,000 

3,393 

606 

1,094 

384 

155 

326 

307 

— 

Santa  Fa  Dr.  Diat. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

8,762 

3,466 

3,741 

2,914 

3,494 

3,409 

3,484 

2,884 

2,630 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

8,762 

3,466 

3,741 

2,914 

3,484 

3,409 

3,484 

2,884 

2'580 

-- 

Apparently  Is  construction  assessment  for  maintenance 


Annual  benefits  levied  1935-1939  of  $607;  collection  la  not  available 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1958 

CLINTON  CODTiTY  -  Continued 

Clinton  County  Summary  (3  Dists.) 

Construction,  .Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

£19,113 

fs^e1 

£6,909 

S3, 396 

£4,470 

$3,701 

$3,609 

$3 , 153 

$2,949 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

307 

-- 

225 

124 

108 

92 

30 

57 

38 

Annual  Benefits 

£270 

£136 

jiae 

£136 

136 

270 

— 

_ 

.. 

275 

68 

68 

Total  Collections 

270 

136 

136 

136 

19,556 

5,736 

7,154 

3,520 

4,578 

3,793 

3,914 

3,278 

3,055 

— 

COLES  COUNTY 

Crabapple  Dr.  Dist. -Sub  A. 

Annual  Benefits 

1,070 

1,069 

1,070 

1,070 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

1,070 

1,069 

1,070 

1,070 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Humboldt  Dr.  Dlst  £4 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

2,732 

2,732 

2 ,5U3 

2,584 

2,662 

93 

__ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

2,732 

2,732 

2,503 

2,534 

2,662 

93 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Humboldt  Dr„  Dist.  £4  -  Sub  #5 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,478 

1,476 

1,476 

1,409 

1,284 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

1,478 

l,47e 

1,478 

1,409 

1,284 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Humboldt  Dr.  Dist.  #5 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

2,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_  _ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

2,500 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Kickapoo  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

13,216 

8,036 

3,5e3 

3,290 

3,144 

3,431 

3,400 

2,238 

2,151 

£53 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

198 

1,443 

1,380 

1,163 

949 

871 

597 

432 

286 

21 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

13,414 

9,479 

4,963 

4,453 

4,093 

4,302 

3,997 

2,670 

2,437 

74 

Little  Wabash  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

12,020 

1,161 

1,991 

1,717 

1,304 

2,098 

2,126 

1,833 

212 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

124 

623 

519 

390 

322 

293 

231 

166 

17 

Annual  Benefits 

68 

40 

40 

102 

141 

87 

936 

174 

521 

180 

181 

69 

89 

10 

Total  Collections 

68 

40 

40 

102 

141 

12,231 

2,720 

2,684 

2,628 

1,806 

2,572 

2,426 

2,088 

239 

Majors  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

2,428 

907 

5ll 

478 

163 

303 

271 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,428 

907 

511 

473 

163 

303 

271 

-- 

— 

Paradise  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

__ 

__ 

2,197 

1,963 

2,119 

77 

_ 

233 

__ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

815 

210 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

815 

210 

2,197 

1,963' 

2,119 

77 

-- 

233 

-- 

— 

Paradise  Dr.  Dist.  #1  -  Sub  fl 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

231 

231 

225 

_ 

_ 

_ 

.. 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

251 

231 

225 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

paradise  Dr.  Dist.  #1  -  Sub  #2 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,047 

88 

465 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,047 

88 

465 

— 

— 

— 

— 

paradise  Dr.  Dist.  #1  -  Sub  #3 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1,071 

1,015 

225 

397 

— 

__ 

-- 

-- 

.. 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

~ 

1,071 

1,015 

225 

097 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Seven  Hickory  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

506 

— 

— 

— 

-  - 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

506 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Seven  Hickory  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

4,991 

4,891 

4,991 

4,99l 

— 

— 

— 

... 

__ 

— 

__ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

-- 

4,991 

4,891 

4,991 

4,991 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Seven  Hickory  Dr.  Dist.  #3 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

622 

— 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-* 

— 

— 

-- 

622 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Seven  Hickory  Dr.  Dist.  #4 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-  - 

3,079 

— 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

559 

559 

559 

559 

_ 

__ 

__ 

1,075 

780 

780 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

559 

559 

559 

559 

-- 

— 

-- 

4,154 

780 

780 

— 

Seven  Hickory  Dr.  Dist.  #5 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-  - 

— 

— 

— 

— 

197 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

197 

— 

Seven  Hickory  Dr.  Dist.  #6 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

0o6 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

600 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1,436 

— 

— 

Union  *1  Crab  Apple  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

_ 

_ 

3,263 

_ 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

592 

— 

— 

_ 

— 

— 

1,729 

-- 

Total  Collections 

3,263 

-- 

— 

592 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1,729 

— 

Union  #1  Charleston  &  Seven  Hickory- 

Sub  #2 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

_  - 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

417 

82 

— 

— 

500 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

417 

82 

— 

500 

— 

Union  #1  Mattoon  &  LaFayette 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

2,792 

2,790 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

2,792 

2,790 

— 

— 

"" 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Union  #1  Mattoon  &  Whitley 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,699 

1,637 

1,498 

1,713 

39 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,699 

1,637 

1,498 

1,713 

39 

— 

Union  #3  Morgan  &  Seven  Hickory 

2,  led1 

2.0581 

Constructi on, Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

2.0761 

1,934 

2,138 

342 

13 

56 

-- 

Construct ion, Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

13 

20 

— 

7 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

1,200 

— 

1,468 

-  - 

— 

500 

458 

458 

418 

15 

-- 

145 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

1,200 

-- 

1,468 

-- 

2,160 

2,558 

2,534 

2,392 

2,569 

377 

13 

208 

Include s  Interest. 


This  district  levied  annual  benefits  each  year  1925-1939:  collections 
not  available. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1958 

COLES  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Union  #2-No.  Okaw  and  Humboldt 

$1,081 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

$485 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

485 

— 

— 

1,081 

Union  #2- Seven  Hickory  and  Humboldt 

$7,003 

2,730 

Construction.  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections  | 

Union  #2-Seven  Hickory  &  Humboldt- Sub  #3 

7,003 

2,730 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

735 

599 

— 

Total  Collections 

Union  #2-Seven  Hickory  &  h'umboldt-Su 

b  #10 

735 

599 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

-  - 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

$828 

828 

341 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

828 

328 

341 

— 

Union  jjf3- Seven  Hickory  and  Humboldt 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,094 

399 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

““ 

1,094 

399 

— 

Coles  County  Summary  (27  Dists. ) 

514,358 

$8,756 

$265 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

— 

-- 

iJ8,2S4* 

$22,317 

$31,437 

519,670 

514,950 

8,958 

12,449 

6,770 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

198 

1,567 

2,003 

1,682 

1,339 

1,206 

910 

663 

459 

38 

Annual  Benefits 

$68 

$7,347 

4,031 

3,199 

1,769 

5,937 

6,857 

1,637 

3,461 

843 

2,402 

4,574 

5,663 

10 

Total  Collections 

68 

7,347 

4,031 

11,453 

24,204 

38,341 

28,530 

18,319 

19,158 

10,805 

12,270 

17,636 

12,392 

313 

COOK  COUNTY 

Data  not  compiled 

CRAWFORD  COUNTY 

Frog  Pond  Dr.  Dlst. 

420* 

* 

Construction,  Principal 

2,503 

5,218 

3.2581 

590* 

756 

2,506* 

2,785* 

1,797* 

906* 

108* 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

319 

169 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

191 

294 

369 

358 

393 

374 

286 

351 

85 

95 

20 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

3,013 

5,681 

3,627 

948 

1,149 

2,380 

3,071 

2,148 

991 

515 

128 

— 

— 

— 

Green  Briar  Dr.  Dist.2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

37,525 

33,250 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

9 , 399 

24,917 

1,751 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

46,824 

53,167 

1,751 

— 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

__ 

— 

— 

LaMotte  and  Montgomery  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

2,802 

4,002 

4,921 

857 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

2,802 

4,002 

4,921 

857 

Tri-Pond  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

6,312 

8,519 

9,420 

4,465 

12,637 

1,438 

913 

1,280 

244 

503 

66 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

6,312 

8,519 

9,420 

4,465 

12,637 

1,438 

913 

1,280 

244 

503 

66 

-- 

-- 

— 

Crawford  County  Summary  (  4  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

49,142 

50,989 

17,599 

5,912 

13,393 

3,944 

3,698 

3,077 

1,150 

923 

174 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

319 

169 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

9,490 

25,211 

2,120 

359 

393 

374 

286 

351 

85 

95 

20 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

CUMBERLAND  COUNTY 

58,951 

76,369 

19,719 

6,270 

13,736 

4,318 

3,984 

3,428 

1,235 

1,018 

194 

No  collections  for  period  1925-1938 

DE  KALB  COUNTY 

No  collections  for  period  1925-1938 

DE  WITT  COUNTY 

Trenkle  Slough  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

53,940 

1,090 

5,794 

4,068 

4,859 

1,916 

135 

73 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

53,940 

1,090 

5,794 

4,068 

4,859 

1,916 

135 

73 

— 

Trenkle  Slough  Dr.  Dist.- Sub  #1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

22,497 

3,737 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

22,497 

3,737 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Wilson  Twp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

-- 

12,128 

1,434 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

_ 

407 

100 

__ 

_ 

_ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

-- 

12,535 

1,534 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

DeWitt  County  Summary  (3  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

-- 

— 

12,128 

1,434 

76,437* 

4,877* 

5,794* 

4,068* 

4,859* 

1,916* 

135* 

73* 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

-- 

407 

100 

__ 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

12,535 

1,534 

76,437 

4,377 

5,794 

4,068 

4,359 

1,916 

135 

73 

— 

DOUGLAS  COUNTY 

Areola  Dr.  Dist.  #4 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

12,727 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

“ 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

12,727 

— 

"" 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Garrett  Dr.  Dist.  #2-Sub  #3 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

7,419 

3,067 

3,050 

57 

__ 

— 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

7,419 

3,067 

3,050 

57 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-* 

— 

— 

Gwinn  Mutual  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

7,230 

_ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

7,230 

~ 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Union  #  1  Garrett  and  Bourbon 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

1,669 

328 

— 

828 

219 

— 

36 

893 

527 

728 

1,002 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collectl ons 

— 

1,669 

328 

828 

219 

— 

36 

893 

527 

728 

1,002 

-- 

-- 

Includes  interest, 


This  district  levied  a  construction  assessment  in  1927  on  which  some  collec¬ 
tions  were  made.  The  bondholders  foreclosed  in  1930  and  no  records  are  avail¬ 
able  since  that  time. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

DOUG  IAS  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Union  #2  Sargent  Dr.  Diet. 

Construction,  Prin  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

$7,500 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

7,500 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Union  #3  Sargent  Dr.  Diet. 

Construction,  Prin  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

$5,511 

-- 

__ 

__ 

_  _ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

5,511 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Douglas  County  Summary  (6  Dists.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

$9,088 

$3,395 

$3,050 

6,396 

7,719 

$7,230 

$12,763 

$893 

$527 

$728 

$1,002 

Total  Collections 

9,088 

3,395 

3,050 

6,396 

7,719 

7,230 

12,763 

893 

527 

728 

1,002 

— 

-- 

DU  PAGE  COUNTY 

Data  not  compiled 

XAll  township  drainage) 

EDGAR  COUNTY 

Brocton  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

12,936 

5,163 

4,466 

-- 

.. 

__ 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

69 

167 

141 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

533 

533 

533 

_  _ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

13,538 

5,863 

5,140 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Buck  Dr.  Dist.  #9 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,768 

— 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

-  - 

-  - 

-- 

4 

4 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-  - 

100 

100 

_ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,872 

1,872 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Buck  &  Grandview  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

3,714 

2,300 

2,202 

181 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-  - 

— 

84 

139 

60 

22 

__ 

_  _ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,798 

2,439 

2,262 

203 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Buck  &  Shiloh  Dr.  Diet. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

__ 

_ 

246 

900 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

246 

900 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

Hughes  Mutual  Dr.  Dist. 

$205 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

5,000 

3,663 

2,830 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

30 

76 

89 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

29 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

5,030 

3,739 

2,919 

-- 

-- 

““ 

-- 

— 

— 

234 

Paris,  Edgar  &  Shiloh  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

-- 

10,077 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

__ 

-- 

__ 

— 

— 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

228 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

__ 

— 

__ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

500 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

10,805 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Prairie  Township  Dr.  Dist.  #6 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-  - 

-- 

1,711 

520 

1,343 

1,779 

547 

1,414 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

107 

616 

404 

247 

491 

.. 

__ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,711 

627 

1,959 

2,183 

794 

1,905 

— 

— 

Ross  Township  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-  - 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,373 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

__ 

.. 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,377 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Shiloh  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

__ 

944 

944 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

113 

56 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

60 

60 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

" 

— 

1,117 

1,060 

— 

— 

— 

” 

— 

— 

-- 

Shiloh  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,547 

-- 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1,547 

— 

— 

— 

— 

" 

— 

— 

-- 

Union  #1  Shiloh  Edgar 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

_ 

_ 

2,495 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

__ 

__ 

200 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

2,695 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

Young  America  #1  Sub  #10 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

3,791 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

__ 

__ 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

13 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

3,804 

Edgar  County  Summary  (12  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

12,572 

-- 

17,936 

19,418 

14,919 

2,722 

1,524 

1,779 

547 

5,410 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

228 

-- 

99 

448 

427 

167 

638 

404 

247 

533 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

700 

-- 

533 

693 

693 

-- 

.. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

13,500 

— 

18,568 

20,559 

16,039 

2,889 

2,162 

2,183 

794 

5,943 

— 

— 

EDWARDS  COUNTY 

Edwards  Comity  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

1,918 

2,301 

2,143 

2,306 

2,046 

1,932 

292 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

8 

399 

495 

405 

257 

125 

51 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

1,926 

2,700 

2,638 

2,711 

2,303 

2,057 

346 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Edwards  County  Summary  (1  Dist. ) 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

— 

1,910 

2,301 

2,143 

2,306 

2,046 

1,932 

292 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

Construction,  Intermit 

-- 

-- 

— 

8 

399 

495 

4  05 

257 

125 

54 

— 

-- 

— 

-  - 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

1,926 

2,700 

2,638 

2,711 

2,303 

2,057 

346 

— 

— 

— 

EFFINGHAM  COUNTY 

No  collections  for  period  1925-1938 

TABLE  n— COLLECTIONS— continued 
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Drainage  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1958 

PAYETTE  COUNTY 

Bear  Grove  Dr.  Diet, 

Conetruct ion,  Principal 

$7,294 

« 

$1,367 

$1,138 

*1,138 

$2,986 

$1,133 

$968 

$131 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

7 

-- 

271 

262 

198 

84 

193 

189 

29 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

293 

293 

293 

1,526 

*1,470 

$293 

*293 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

7,301 

— 

1,638 

1,400 

1,536 

3,363 

1,619 

1,450 

1,686 

1,470 

293 

293 

-- 

-- 

Dlvely  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

1,203 

$1,203 

1,203 

1,444 

2,098 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

435 

365 

293 

207 

129 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

298 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

221 

313 

298 

215 

224 

231 

283 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

1,936 

1,568 

1,496 

1,651 

2,227 

221 

313 

298 

215 

224 

231 

283 

-- 

— 

Vandalla  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

8,956 

8,956 

8,956 

8,956 

6,392 

7,391 

3,939 

3,728 

665 

-- 

— 

-- 

_ 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

2,555 

1,954 

1,642 

1,558 

1,846 

1,516 

1,472 

522 

286 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

2,150 

2,316 

2,231 

7,355 

2,942 

2,510 

2,455 

2,191 

2,339 

2,597 

2,426 

2,412 

__ 

-- 

Total  Collections 

13,661 

13,226 

12,829 

17,869 

11,180 

11,417 

7,866 

6,441 

3,290 

2,567 

2,426 

2,412 

— 

— 

West  Loudon  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

541 

540 

540 

540 

368 

656 

1,104 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

193 

246 

234 

121 

108 

185 

212 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-  - 

— 

— 

-  - 

199 

-- 

— 

130 

105 

399 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

734 

985 

774 

661 

606 

946 

1,715 

— 

-- 

Fayette  County  Sunvnary  (4  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

17,453 

10,159 

11,526 

11,538 

9,628 

10,918 

5,612 

5,236 

1,336 

368 

656 

1,104 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

2,997 

2,319 

2,206 

2,027 

2,173 

1,793 

1,911 

945 

436 

108 

185 

212 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

2,448 

2,316 

2,231 

7,355 

2,942 

3,024 

3,260 

2,782 

4,080 

4,421 

3,055 

3,387 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

22,898 

14,794 

15,963 

20,920 

14,743 

15,735 

10,783 

8,963 

5,852 

4,897 

3,896 

4,703 

— 

— 

FORD  COUNTY 

Big  4  Dr.  Dist.  and  Subs 

Construction,  Prin.  and  In t. 

-- 

14,354 

7,409 

191 

24,957 

13,653 

4,304 

2,923 

1,457 

5,737 

2,443 

9,569 

$2,041 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

14,354 

7,409 

191 

24,957 

13,653 

4,304 

2,923 

1,467 

5,737 

2,443 

9,569 

2,041 

— 

Lyman  Dr.  Dist.  #1-Sub  #1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,800 

-  - 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

2,800 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Lyman  and  Wall  Dr.  Dist.  Sub  #4 

Construction,  Prin,  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

522 

28 

— 

— 

-  - 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

522 

28 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Sugar  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

5,114 

1,668 

— 

— 

— 

4,209 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

5,114 

1,668 

— 

— 

-- 

4,209 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Sugar  Creek  Dr.  Dist.  Sub  #2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int, 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

8,673 

1,020 

677 

650 

278 

850 

682 

545 

513 

$488 

Total  Collections 

— 

““ 

— 

— 

e,673 

1,020 

677 

650 

278 

850 

682 

545 

513 

488 

Union  #1  Pella  and  Brenton2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

-  - 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,519 

— 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,519 

— 

Vermilion  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

21,960 

7,863 

ie,ie4 

6,228 

677 

245 

— 

— 

3,570 

2,153 

4,594 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

21,960 

7,863 

18,184 

6,228 

677 

245 

— 

3,570 

2,153 

4,594 

Wall  Township  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

6,643 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

6,643 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

~ 

— 

Wall  Township  Dr.  Dist.  Sub  #9 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

5,774 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-  - 

_  - 

— 

— 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

5,774 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

Ford  County  Summary  (9  Dists.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-  - 

19,468 

22,016 

22,179 

44,293 

32,857 

15,418 

4,250 

1,990 

6,587 

5,644 

13,684 

4,707 

5,082 

Total  Collections 

— 

19,468 

22,016 

22,179 

44,293 

32,657 

15,418 

4,250 

1,990 

6,587 

5,644 

13 , 684 

4,707 

5,082 

FRANKLIN  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

FULTON  COUNTY 

East  Liverpool  Dr.  Diet.5 

Construction,  Principal 

15,337 

14,165 

3,564 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

__ 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

7,020 

5,838 

5,480 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

_  _ 

.. 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

8,393 

6,144 

506 

671 

3,467 

3,224 

2,905 

3,608 

6,226 

5,964 

3,789 

6,450 

_ 

— 

Total  Collections 

3U, 750 

26,147 

7,550 

671 

3,467 

3,224 

2,905 

3,608 

6,226 

5,964 

3,789 

6,450 

— 

-- 

Kerton  Valley  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

4,197 

3,408 

3,016 

2,989 

3,860 

3,305 

2,216 

923 

382 

1,436 

585 

4,260 

3,435 

— 

Total  Collections 

4,197 

3,408 

3,016 

2,989 

3,860 

3,305 

2,216 

923 

382 

1,436 

585 

4,260 

3,435 

— 

Lacey  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

10,259 

31,287 

31,214 

30,438 

_ 

275 

_  _ 

30,111 

1,308 

_ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

5,929 

5,929 

5,929 

5,927 

5,979 

6,154 

_ 

735 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

10,259 

37,216 

37,143 

56,367 

5,927 

6,254 

6,154 

30,111 

2,043 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Langellier  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

3,412 

— 

— 

4,541 

6,626 

7,774 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

1,944 

2,047 

— 

144 

2,047 

_ 

4,313 

4,050 

3,643 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

2,031 

2,031 

— 

8,009 

2,041 

_ 

__ 

3,955 

3,881 

1,947 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

3,975 

4,078 

— 

8,153 

7,500 

— 

-- 

12,809 

14,557 

13,364 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Change  in  fiscal  year;  collections  reported  in  1929. 

Collections  of  annual  benefits  levied  1925-1929;  $7,000  are  not  available 


^Collections  not  available  since  1928;  construction  assessment 
$111,111  levied  in  1928. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

FULTON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Liverpool  Dr.  Dist. 

$13 , 592 

$11,114 

$801 

$933 

Construction^  Principal 

$12,113 

$32 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

12,547 

9,202 

9,313 

614 

78 

$15,4313 

221 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

3,817 

2,955 

3,418 

2,857 

4,598 

5,384 

1,936 

$1,593 

$2,980 

$2,504 

$5,082 

$15,096 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

29,956 

23,271 

24,844 

4,272 

4,708 

20,872 

3,090 

1,593 

2,980 

2,  504 

5,082 

15,096 

-- 

— 

Seahorn  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

9,548 

7,810 

6,797 

5,694 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

2,113 

2,251 

$2,144 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

2,031 

2,458 

1,600 

70 

1,010 

1,343 

— 

— 

— 

1,574 

1,056 

1,526 

857 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

2,004 

2,198 

2,165 

1,448 

3,467 

2,373 

3,036 

1,578 

1,953 

1,810 

1,739 

1,851 

1,768 

.. 

Total  Collections 

13,583 

12,466 

10,562 

7,212 

4,477 

3,716 

3,036 

1,578 

1,953 

3,384 

4,908 

5,628 

4,769 

— 

Thompson  Lake  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

66,052 

54,200 

54,206 

-- 

32,638 

32,310 

31,967 

32,197 

30,962 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

20,791 

17,874 

17,117 

-- 

9,726 

7,741 

5,796 

3,864 

1,872 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

5,282 

7,296 

7,279 

-- 

7,314 

7,264 

7,219 

7,219 

6,938 

47 

6,987 

6,987 

8,389 

$10,448 

Total  Collections 

92,125 

79,370 

78,602 

— 

49,678 

47,315 

44,982 

43,280 

39,772 

47 

6,987 

6,987 

8,389 

10,448 

West  Matanzas  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

12,042 

14,373 

1,168 

-- 

1,462 

3,967 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

11,987 

10,569 

655 

19,919 

116 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

9,161 

8,583 

729 

12,359 

3,402 

9,279 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

33,190 

34 , 025 

2,552 

32,278 

4,980 

13,246 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Fulton  County  Summary  (8  DIsts. ) 

Construction, Principal 

126,830 

133,449 

109,062 

36,933 

37,544 

36,552 

32,900 

66,849 

38,896 

7,774 

2,113 

2,251 

2,144 

— 

Construction, Interest 

56,320 

47,988 

32,165 

20,747 

12,977 

24,572 

6,017 

8,177 

5,922 

5,217 

1,056 

1,526 

857 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

34,885 

38,544 

23,042 

34,262 

34,076 

36,808 

23,466 

18,876 

23,095 

13,708 

18,182 

34,644 

13,592 

10,448 

Total  Collections 

218,035 

219,981 

164,269 

91,942 

84 , 597 

97,932 

62,383 

93,902 

67,913 

26,699 

21,351 

38,421 

16,593 

10,448 

GALLATIN  COUNTY 

Cane  Creek  and  Oraalia  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

10,824 

8,903 

7,913 

7,909 

8,866 

8,905 

7,225 

8,398 

4,288 

12,835 

7,969 

8,647 

371 

-- 

Total  Collections 

10,824 

8,983 

7,913 

7,909 

8,866 

8,905 

7,225 

8,398 

4,288 

12,835 

7,969 

8,647 

371 

— 

Lawler  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

1,528 

1,471 

1,420 

1,367 

1,482 

1,402 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

548 

444 

335 

252 

184 

109 

Total  Collections 

2,076 

1,915 

1,755 

1,619 

1,666 

1,511 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Union  #2-Asbury  and  RIdgway 

Construction, Principal 

— 

— 

— 

8,990 

— 

— 

1,164 

1,164 

1,164 

1,164 

1,119 

1,208 

1,164 

— — 

Construction, Interest 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

698 

630 

561 

504 

444 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

8,990 

-- 

1,164 

1,164 

1,362 

1,794 

1,680 

1,712 

1,608 

— 

Gallatin  County  Summary  (3  DIsts. ) 

Construct Ion, Principal 

12,352 

10,454 

9,333 

18,266 

10,348 

10,307 

8,389 

9,562 

5,452 

13,999 

9,088 

9,855 

1,535 

— 

Construction, Interest 

540 

444 

335 

252 

184 

109 

— 

— 

698 

630 

561 

504 

444 

-- 

Total  Collections 

12,900 

10,893 

9,668 

18,518 

10,532 

10,416 

8,389 

9,562 

6,150 

14,629 

9,649 

10,359 

1,979 

— 

GREENE  COUNTY 

Eldred  Dr.  Dist.1 

Annual  Benefits 

8,427 

8,550 

8,243 

8,345 

11,904 

11,943 

12,097 

11,845 

12,059 

11,871 

10,529 

11,855 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

8,427 

8,550 

8,243 

8,345 

11,904 

11,943 

12, 097 

11,845 

12,059 

11,871 

10,529 

ll,e55 

— 

— 

Hartwell  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

1,671 

1,237 

1,237 

3,480 

3,515 

3,478 

5,954 

4,581 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Construction .Interest2 

15,077 

13,925 

13,851 

20,321 

20,112 

19,903 

19,237 

3,015 

— 

-- 

— 

10,531 

3,678 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

13,231 

12,270 

943 

12,517 

23,346 

— 

16,278 

1,654 

1,755 

5,396 

9,519 

20,299 

2,430 

-- 

Total  Collections 

29,979 

27,432 

16,031 

36,318 

46,973 

23,381 

41,469 

9,250 

1,755 

5,396 

9,519 

30,830 

6,108 

— 

Keach  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction  Interest3 

8,104 

8,644 

8,644 

8,644 

9,274 

9,274 

9,274 

9,274 

9,025 

9,025 

9,025 

9,025 

9,025 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

1,183 

1,188 

1,188 

1,138 

793 

1,190 

793 

1,190 

793 

1,190 

1,190 

1,190 

1,190 

— 

Total  Collections 

9,292 

9,832 

9,832 

9,832 

10,067 

10,464 

10,067 

10,464 

9,818 

10,215 

10,215 

10,215 

10,215 

— 

Spankey  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction , Prin.  and  Int. 

3,701 

4,300 

9,142 

3,938 

4,171 

3,940 

3,055 

1,454 

194 

343 

97 

93 

244 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

975 

433 

759 

625 

660 

285 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

196 

— 

Total  Collections 

4,676 

4,733 

9,901 

4,563 

4,831 

4,225 

3,055 

1,454 

194 

343 

97 

93 

440 

Greene  County  Summary  (4  Dists.  ) 

Construction , Principal 

5,372 

5,537 

10,379 

7,418 

7,686 

7,418 

9,009 

6,035 

194 

343 

97 

93 

244 

— 

Construction , Interest 

23,181 

22,569 

22,495 

28,965 

29,386 

29,177 

28,511 

12,289 

9,025 

9,025 

9,025 

19 , 556 

12,  703 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

23,821 

22,441 

11,133 

22,675 

36,703 

13,418 

29,168 

14,689 

14,607 

18,457 

21,238 

33,344 

3,816 

-- 

Total  Collections 

52,374 

50,547 

44,007 

59,058 

73,775 

50,013 

66,688 

33,013 

23,826 

27,825 

30,360 

52,993 

16,763 

GRUNDY  COUNTY 

Claypool  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction , Principal 

3,301 

3,574 

12,835 

192 

191 

1,300 

6,199 

587 

2,137 

2,  265 

4,977 

7,076 

7,916 

Construction , Interest 

4,085 

2,529 

4,365 

325 

1,040 

613 

3,821 

731 

990 

1,095 

2,356 

2,337 

2,854 

-- 

Total  Collections 

7,386 

6,103 

17,200 

517 

1,231 

1,913 

10,020 

1,318 

3,135 

3,360 

7,333 

9,413 

10,770 

— 

Grundy  County  Summary  (1  Dist. ) 

Construction , Principal 

3,301 

3,574 

12,835 

192 

191 

1,300 

6,199 

587 

2,137 

2,265 

4,977 

7,076 

7,916 

— 

Construction , Interest 

4,085 

2,529 

4,365 

325 

1,040 

613 

3,821 

731 

998 

1,095 

2,356 

2,337 

2,854 

— 

Total  Collections 

7,386 

6,103 

17,200 

517 

1,231 

1,913 

10,020 

1,318 

3,135 

3,360 

7,333 

9,413 

10,770 

HAMILTON  COUNTY 

Haw  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction , Principal 

10,632 

10,632 

25,990 

25,923 

23,615 

19,229 

10,475 

6,929 

2,639 

— 

— 

— 

— . 

-- 

Construction , Interest 

-- 

-- 

10,632 

6,055 

5,853 

5,012 

2,679 

1,874 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

10,632 

10,632 

36,622 

31,978 

29,468 

24,241 

13,154 

0,803 

2,639 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Hamilton  County  Summary  (1  Dist. ) 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

25,990 

25,923 

23,615 

19,229 

10,475 

6,929 

2, 639 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

10,632 

1C,  632 

10,632 

6,055 

5,853 

5,012 

2,679 

1,074 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

10,632 

10,632 

36,622 

31,978 

29,468 

24,241 

13,154 

8,803 

2,639 

-- 

-- 

"" 

— 

— 

^Collections  of  construction  amounts  of  $117, 757  in  1928  and  $5,025  in  1936  2Probably  includes  some  principal. 

not  available.  3 Principal  not  due  until  1930;  interest  collected  1925  to  date. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

HANCOCK  COUNTY 

Hunt  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

$15,693 

— 

$15,278 

$40,568 

$23,167 

— 

$4 , 108 

$78 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

624 

908 

— 

-- 

11,135 

70 

— 

$2,227 

$300 

$144 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

$2 , 906 

7,502 

6,176 

10,362 

— 

5,378 

4,553 

-- 

9,616 

10,606 

10,646 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

15,693 

2,906 

23,404 

47,652 

33,529 

— 

20,621 

4,701 

— 

11,843 

10,906 

10,790 

— 

— 

Hancock  County  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Principal 

15,693 

— 

15,278 

908 

23,167 

— 

4,108 

78 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

624 

40,568 

— 

-- 

11,135 

70 

-- 

2,227 

300 

144 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

2,906 

7,502 

6,176 

10,362 

-- 

5,378 

4,553 

-- 

9,616 

10,606 

10,646 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

15,693 

2,906 

23,404 

47,652 

33,529 

20,621 

4,701 

11,843 

10,906 

10,790 

HARDIN  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

HENDERSON  COUNTY 

Henderson  County  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Principal 

14,100 

11,659 

26,196 

23,585 

34,814 

$29,345 

12,279 

1,728 

$316 

460 

480 

305 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

7,026’ 

7,358 

9,345 

6,946 

12 , 902 

8,389 

7,565 

1,361 

277 

172 

114 

53 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

16,989 

— 

16,615 

16,529 

12,865 

15,854 

14,979 

7,914 

6,692 

8,912 

7,691 

7,487 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

38,115 

19,017 

52,156 

47,060 

60,581 

53,588 

34,823 

11,003 

7,285 

9,544 

8,285 

7,845 

— 

— 

Henderson  County  Dr.  Dist.  #2 2 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

-- 

14,735 

15,181 

27,023 

9,723 

4,716 

3,537 

1,670 

317 

493 

478 

-- 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

6,850 

9,846 

6,837 

6,479 

5,588 

2,338 

548 

191 

417 

215 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

16,794 

26,0453 

16,063 

-- 

15,025 

5,341 

5,457 

8,203 

7,938 

10,904 

$9,142 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

38,379 

51,072 

49,923 

16,202 

25,329 

11,216 

7,675 

8,711 

8,848 

11,597 

9,142 

— 

Henderson  County  Dr.  Dist.  #3 

Construction,  Principal 

8,123 

7,905 

7,694 

7,600 

5,489 

5,004 

3,788 

149 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

5,342 

4,757 

4,380 

3,920 

3,402 

2,874 

2,182 

16 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

13,465 

12,662 

12,074 

11,520 

8,891 

7,878 

5,970 

165 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Henderson  County  Summary  (3  Dists. 

Construction,  Principal 

22,223 

19,564 

48,625 

46,366 

67,326 

44,072 

20,783 

5,414 

1,986 

777 

973 

783 

-- 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

12,368 

12,115 

20,575 

20,712 

23,141 

17,742 

15,335 

3,715 

825 

363 

531 

268 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

16,989 

— 

33,409 

42,574 

28 , 928 

15,854 

30,004 

13,255 

12,149 

17,115 

15,629 

18,391 

9,142 

— 

Total  Collections 

51,580 

31,679 

102,609 

109,652 

119,395 

77,668 

66,122 

22,384 

14,960 

18,255 

17,133 

19,442 

9,142 

— “ 

HENRY  COUNTY 

Big  Slough  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits4 

1,402 

— 

3,973 

-- 

23,710 

38,878 

7,806 

1,767 

1,045 

656 

276 

675 

797 

— 

Total  Collections 

1,402 

— 

3,973 

— 

23,710 

38,878 

7,806 

1,767 

1,045 

656 

276 

675 

797 

Blue  Joint  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

501 

1,999 

799 

1,255 

803 

— 

400 

-- 

300 

888 

234 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

501 

1,999 

799 

1,255 

803 

“ 

400 

— 

300 

888 

234 

— 

Green  River  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

9,978 

— 

— 

5,006 

-- 

9,957 

— 

— 

— 

8,067 

1,092 

— 

2,309 

— 

Total  Collections 

9,978 

— 

— 

5,006 

— 

9,957 

— 

— 

8,067 

1,092 

2,309 

North  Edwards  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

502 

502 

— 

502 

5,997 

1,004 

2,007 

491 

11 

473 

-- 

486 

31 

-- 

Total  Collections 

502 

502 

— 

502 

5,997 

1,004 

2,007 

491 

11 

*73 

— 

486 

31 

Union  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

7,182 

6,469 

3,017 

6,504 

14 , 985 

14,804 

12,335 

148 

-- 

1,674 

— 

1,447 

308 

— 

Total  Collections 

7,182 

6,469 

3,017 

6,504 

14 , 985 

14,804 

12,335 

148 

— 

1,674 

““ 

1,447 

308 

—  - 

Henry  County  Summary  (5  Dists. ) 

Annual  Benefits 

19,064 

7,472 

8,989 

12,811 

45,947 

65,446 

22,148 

2,806 

1,056 

11,170 

2,256 

2,842 

3,445 

— 

Total  Collections 

19,064 

7,472 

8,989 

12,811 

45,947 

65,446 

22,148 

2,806 

1,056 

11,170 

2,256 

2,842 

3,445 

IROQUOIS  COUNTY 

Artesia  Dr.  Dist.  #3 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

11,118 

3,711 

663 

-- 

-- 

— 

850 

985 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

11,118 

3,711 

663 

— 

— 

850 

985 

— — 

Ashkum  and  Danforth  #1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

30,193 

7,645 

5,842 

7,386 

1,458 

198 

201 

68 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

2,376 

-  — 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1,650 

313 

— 

— 

2,594 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

2,376 

— 

— 

30,193 

7,645 

5,842 

7,386 

3,108 

511 

201 

68 

2,594 

— 

Beaver  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

$4,532 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

3,147 

12,356 

2,712 

2,187 

2,440 

1,650 

-- 

439 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

431 

431 

431 

431 

— 

401 

— 

— 

458 

— 

355 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

431 

431 

431 

3,578 

12,356 

3,113 

2,187 

2,440 

2,108 

— 

794 

532 

Belmont  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

180 

178 

235 

-- 

190 

539 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

180 

178 

235 

— 

190 

539 

— 

— 

““ 

— — 

““ 

Bergan,  Goodman  and  Taylor 

210 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

383 

169 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

383 

169 

210 

— “ 

Big  Beaver  Drainagd  Dist. 

1,885 

865 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

4,018 

6,527 

25 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

7,540 

1,322 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-  - 

— 

993 

650 

1,283 

48 

812 

140 

— 

— 

1,785 

1,036 

Total  Collections 

4,018 

6,527 

25 

— 

993 

650 

1,283 

48 

812 

7,680 

1,322 

1,885 

2,650 

1,036 

Blackson  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,801 

2,298 

902 

708 

290 

704 

516 

333 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

758 

994 

-- 

— 

973 

071 

1,042 

— 

— 

902 

-- 

-- 

-- 

867 

Total  Collections 

758 

994 

— 

— 

973 

2,672 

3,340 

902 

708 

1,192 

704 

516 

333 

867 

^■Includes  collections  1912-1925;  breakdown  not  available. 
2Data  for  1925-26  not  available. 


^Probably  includes  some  construction  assessment  collections. 
Apparently  Includes  construction  assessment  collections. 
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TABLE  II— COLLECTIONS— continued 


District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1951 

1952 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

Ti  cqvcis  cott;;?y 

Chebanse  Dr.  Dist.  frl 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Tnt. 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

$11,247 

$7,  lie 

5872 

$369 

5219 

:26 

* 108 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

11,267 

7,115 

872 

369 

219 

26 

108 

— 

— 

— 

Coon  Crook  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

20,205 

5,906 

3,012 

4,241 

8,139 

1,905 

$i,ao7 

_ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1*2 

-- 

557 

533 

$1,573 

$2,179 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

20,205 

5,906 

3,012 

4,433 

8,139 

2,462 

2,340 

1,573 

2,179 

Crescent  Dr.  Dist.  //I 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Tnt. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4,224 

662 

67 

_ 

233 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

“•.435 

— 

0988 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

898 

_ 

537 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

433 

61 

— 

9bo 

-- 

4,224 

662 

67 

— 

1,131 

~ 

537 

— 

— 

Crescent  "c  Troouois  #1 

Construction,  Pr^n.  and  Tnt. 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

4,760 

2,790 

-- 

461 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

783 

1,372 

_ 

_ 

884 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

4,760 

2,790 

— 

461 

783 

1,372 

— 

-- 

904 

— 

Crescent  &  Iroquois  4 2 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Tnt. 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

5,943 

3,380 

884 

-- 

-- 

— 

_ 

— 

__ 

Total  Collectir»is 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,943 

3,380 

884 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

Dan^orth  Dr.  Dist.  T,  3 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Tnt. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

13,01b 

— 

5,420 

3,737 

— 

3,045 

__ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

13,013 

5,420 

3,737 

— 

3,845 

— 

— 

— 

— 

East burn  Dr.  Dist.  if 1 

Annual  Penof i ts 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

983 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Ill 

__ 

__ 

Totel  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

983 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

111 

— 

— 

Eastbum  T>r.  ^’st.  v2 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

_ 

__ 

__ 

74 

96 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collect 'ens 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

74 

96 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Eastburn  Dr.  Dist.  ,/3 

Annual  benefits 

3  lO 

311 

!';375 

81S 

639 

— 

— 

148 

432 

342 

36  9 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

ol3 

311 

31b 

639 

— 

143 

432 

342 

368 

— 

— 

— 

fountain  Creek  Dr.  Dist.  ;,-l 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

6,030 

2,081 

1,178 

_ 

250 

210 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

.. 

_ 

.. 

__ 

_ 

_ 

983 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

6 , 0°0 

2,001 

1,178 

— 

250 

210 

— 

— 

983 

Fount an  Creek  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

855 

Totel  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

865 

Fountain  Creek  &  Love  joy 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,130 

650 

1,313 

924 

1,087 

_ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

313 

__ 

__ 

__ 

505 

302 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1,130 

963 

1,313 

924 

1,087 

605 

502 

Iroquois  .Dr.  Diet.  //I 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

22,369 

— 

-- 

-- 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

533 

367 

461 

445 

305 

312 

607 

_ 

453 

_ 

Totel  Collections 

22,359 

— 

— 

538 

367 

461 

445 

305 

312 

607 

453 

— 

-- 

La  Hogue  Dr.  Dist. 

Construct ’ on,  Pr^n.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

27,239 

14,494 

2,031 

410 

152 

38 

34 

1,579 

46 

_ 

Totel  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

27,239 

14,494 

2,831 

410 

152 

30 

34 

1,579 

45 

-- 

Dart In ton  Dr.  Dist.  u 2 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Tnt. 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,432 

1,454 

2,501 

2,426 

1,201 

_ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

2,652 

1,511 

1,4*8 

1,493 

-- 

-- 

-- 

727 

1,454 

1,498 

999 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

2,552 

l,oll 

1, 4*3 

1,4*0 

— 

— 

— 

2,159 

2,909 

5,999 

3,415 

1,201 

— 

— 

Ifartinton  Dr.  Dist.  ^3 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

22,411 

10,963 

10,960 

9,203 

7,465 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

3,242 

— 

3,526 

4,174 

4,042 

— 

__ 

__ 

3,628 

4,669 

__ 

3,292 

Total  Collections 

— 

3,242 

— 

3,526 

4,174 

4,042 

22,411 

10,953 

10,960 

9,203 

11,093 

4,669 

— 

3,292 

' iddleport  Dr.  Dist.  41 

Annual  Benefits 

492 

— 

— 

— 

489 

— 

__ 

_ 

302 

175 

8 

53 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

492 

-- 

-- 

— 

488 

— 

-- 

-- 

302 

175 

8 

53 

— 

— 

Hi  Iks  Grove  Dr.  Dist.  4  1 

Construct 'on.  Principal 

— 

— 

3,000 

6,000 

15,148 

— 

— 

_ 

__ 

_ 

3,584 

_ 

8,418 

_ 

Construction,  Tnterest 

— 

— 

83 

166 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

3,003 

6,166 

15,148 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

3,584 

— 

8,418 

— 

*Vud  Creek  Dr.  Dj3t. 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Tnt. 

2,376 

5,474 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

46 

.. 

16  S 

60 

167 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

2,376 

5,474 

-- 

-- 

46 

— 

155 

60 

167 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Onarga  Dr.  Dist.  42 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

12,151 

3,972 

2,744 

2,274 

1,  857 

_ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  ’’ene^'  ts 

294 

294 

— 

294 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

155 

165 

Total  Collect' on s 

294 

294 

-- 

294 

— 

12,161 

3,972 

2,744 

2,274 

1,867 

-- 

155 

165 

— 

Onarra  Dr.  Dist.  ^4 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,874 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

3,640 

2,518 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

147 

138 

157 

_ 

— 

741 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,874 

147 

138 

157 

— 

3,640 

2,518 

741 

— 

Onarca,  Dour  las  tc  Dan  forth  if  1 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

2,602 

2,502 

2, *02 

_ 

_ 

__ 

2,499 

24 

15 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

2,602 

2,502 

2,602 

— 

-- 

2,499 

24 

15 

— 

— 

Onarga,  Douglas  &  Danforth  #1- 

Sub  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

__ 

__ 

.. 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

409 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

409 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Cnarga,  Douglas  *  Denforth  4 1 - 

Sub  #2 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

~ 

_ 

311 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

100 

_  _ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

311 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

100 

— 

- 

— 

-- 

TABLE  II— COLLECTIONS— continued 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

IROQUOIS  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Onarga  and  Ridge land 

$2,371 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-  - 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

$436 

$19 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

436 

19 

““ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,371 

— 

Paplneau  Dr.  Dist.  #3 

$4,598 

$1,180 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

1,756 

1,952 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-  - 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

$329 

$329 

$329 

328 

— 

— 

— 

— 

$646 

$394 

$57 

$627 

285 

— 

Total  Collections 

329 

329 

329 

4,926 

1,756 

1,952 

1,180 

546 

394 

57 

627 

285 

Paplneau  and  Martinton 

$181 

Annual  Benefits 

183 

212 

193 

235 

207 

209 

208 

154 

224 

232 

35 

191 

*199 

Total  Collections 

183 

212 

193 

235 

207 

209 

181 

208 

154 

224 

232 

35 

191 

199 

Pond  Lily  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

7,297 

1,791 

1,634 

2,018 

640 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1,450 

554 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

7,297 

1,791 

1,634 

2,018 

640 

““ 

— 

1,450 

554 

Possum  Trot  Dr.  Diet. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

5,577 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

289 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

1,568 

1,326 

1,459 

1,292 

164 

-- 

1,509 

-- 

— 

1,001 

452 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

5,577 

1,568 

1,526 

1,459 

1,292 

164 

— 

1,509 

— 

— 

1,001 

741 

— 

Sheldon  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

277 

137 

556 

571 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

502 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

277 

137 

556 

571 

— 

"" 

— 

— 

502 

— 

— 

— 

Sheldon  and  South  Concord 

annual  Benefits 

-- 

438 

44 

817 

854 

1,373 

1,273 

— 

615 

792 

955 

963 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

438 

44 

817 

854 

1,373 

1,273 

— 

615 

792 

955 

963 

— 

— 

Spring  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

17,769 

22,735 

22,461 

12,059 

12,959 

10,524 

7,052 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1,886 

237 

1,975 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— ■ 

— 

17,769 

22,735 

24,347 

12,296 

14,934 

10,524 

7,052 

— 

Union  #1  Martinton  and  Iroquois 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

2,728 

4,284 

4,522 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

508 

-- 

-  - 

331 

373 

317 

319 

280 

325 

375 

387 

385 

399 

385 

Total  Collect!-.  :: 

3,236 

4,284 

4,522 

331 

373 

317 

319 

280 

325 

375 

387 

385 

399 

385 

Whiskey  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  anc  Int. 

— 

49,859 

33,882 

7,478 

8,957 

2,283 

2,381 

— 

— 

-  _ 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

2,338 

— 

— 

— 

1,141 

1,087 

— 

Total  Collections 

Iroquois  County  Summary  (41  Diste. 

49,859 

33,802 

7,470 

8,957 

2,203 

2,381 

2,338 

1,141 

1,087 

Construction,  Prin. 

31,491 

71,721 

41,429 

18,076 

133,274 

98,285 

88,139 

62,052 

48,782 

50,582 

37,982 

22,170 

19,813 

1,398 

Construction,  Int. 

— 

-- 

83 

166 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

6,152 

9,946 

4,950 

13,870 

15,099 

14,581 

5,107 

4,672 

11,452 

11,660 

10,309 

10,898 

12,566 

9,797 

Total  Collections 

37,643 

81,667 

46,462 

32,112 

148,373 

112,866 

93,246 

66,724 

60,234 

62,242 

48,291 

33,068 

32,379 

11,195 

JACKSON  COUNTY 

Big  Lake  Special  Dr.  District 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int.1 

27,715 

88,189 

2,642 

755 

6,275 

730 

2,238 

1,216 

1,925 

1,254 

1,088 

6,268 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

Degonia  and  Fountain  Bluff  Dr.  Lev< 

27,715 

36  Dist. 

88,189 

2,642 

755 

6,275 

730 

2,238 

1,216 

1,925 

1,254 

1,088 

6,268 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

27,181 

1,214 

4,028 

— 

541 

42 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

1,126 

150 

536 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

9,325 

9,231 

4,199 

10,410 

4,761 

2,554 

3,262 

3,397 

3,157 

3,737 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

9,325 

37,538 

5,563 

14,974 

4,761 

3,095 

3,304 

5,397 

5,157 

3,737 

Grand  Tower  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int.1 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1,296 

5,074 

1,942 

3,094 

3,516 

3,966 

3,026 

3,865 

2,355 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,296 

5,074 

1,942 

3,094 

3,516 

3,966 

3,026 

3,865 

2,355 

““ 

Jones  Pond  Mutual  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int.2 

— 

— 

— 

__ 

14,487 

8,442 

3,469 

3,017 

941 

2,844 

2,780 

758 

1,896 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

643 

305 

299 

399 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

643 

305 

299 

399 

14,487 

8,442 

3,469 

3,017 

941 

2,844 

2,780 

758 

1,896 

Jackson  County  Summary  (4  Dists.  ) 

4,251 

Construction,  Principal 

27,715 

88,189 

2,642 

27,936 

23,272 

19,074 

7,649 

7,868 

6,424 

8,064 

6,894 

10,891 

Construe tion.  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

1,126 

150 

536 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

643 

305 

9,624 

9,630 

4.199 

10,410 

4,761 

2,554 

3,262 

3,397 

3,157 

3,737 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

28,358 

88,494 

12,266 

38,692 

27,621 

30,020 

12,410 

10,422 

9,686 

11,461 

10,051 

14,628 

4,251 

JASPLR  COUNTY 

Captain  Pond  Dr.  Dist.3 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

12,752 

12,025 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

"" 

Construction,  Interest 

16,940 

15,589 

15,227 

13,683 

15,467 

15,069 

5,376 

1,692 

72 

— 

-- 

2,527 

2,455 

Total  Collections 

16,940 

15,589 

27,979 

25,708 

15,467 

15,069 

5,376 

1,692 

72 

— 

““ 

2,527 

2,455 

North  Fork  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

352 

352 

352 

352 

352 

343 

331 

343 

328 

340 

340 

340 

340 

136 

Construction,  Interest 

380 

359 

338 

317 

296 

268 

235 

230 

197 

185 

165 

145 

124 

41 

Total  Collections 

732 

711 

690 

669 

648 

611 

566 

573 

525 

525 

505 

485 

464 

177 

Ste.  Marie  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

4,952 

5,522 

5,521 

5,450 

5,450 

5,938 

4,782 

4,406 

6,321 

4,814 

6,333 

5,737 

700 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

4,980 

4,690 

4,335 

3,944 

3,629 

3,598 

2,592 

2,152 

2,767 

1,783 

1,979 

1,413 

129 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

629 

629 

626 

621 

621 

669 

555 

517 

672 

558 

709 

653 

73 

— 

Total  Collections 

10,561 

10,841 

10,482 

10,015 

9,700 

10,205 

7,929 

7,075 

9,760 

7,155 

9,021 

7,803 

902 

Jasper  County  Summary  (3  Dists.) 

6,077 

1,040 

136 

Construction,  Principal 

5,304 

5,874 

18,625 

17,827 

5,802 

6,281 

5,113 

4,749 

6,649 

5,154 

6,673 

Construction,  Interest 

22,300 

20,638 

19,900 

17,944 

19,392 

18,935 

8,203 

4,074 

3,036 

1,968 

2,144 

4,085 

2,708 

41 

Annual  Benefits 

629 

629 

626 

621 

621 

669 

555 

517 

672 

558 

709 

653 

73 

— 

Toted.  Collections 

28,233 

27,141 

39,151 

36,392 

25,815 

25,885 

13,871 

9,340 

10,357 

7,680 

9,526 

10,815 

3,821 

177 

^Probably  includes  annual  benefits  collections 
'includes  annual  benefits  after  1928. 


3Data  are  incomplete 
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TABLE  II— COLLECTIONS— continued 


District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1953 

1934 

1955 

1936 

1957 

1938 

JEFFERSON  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

JERSEY  COUNTY 

Nutwood  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

$12,480 

313,957 

$22,266 

$24,703 

$29,990 

$29,924 

$24 , 013 

$15,205 

$482 

51,292 

§3,045 

$6,382 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

6,178 

5,679 

10,835 

9,989 

8,676 

4,256 

4,706 

3,862 

— 

— 

— 

1,239 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

21,530 

12,833 

12,603 

19,075 

10,178 

20,640 

14,651 

16,308 

9,636 

9,043 

14,500 

10,777 

— 

__ 

Total  Collections 

40,183 

32,519 

45,704 

53,767 

56,044 

54,820 

43,370 

35,875 

10,118 

10,335 

17,545 

17,398 

-- 

-- 

Panhandle  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

2,701 

5,293 

2,290 

1,522 

770 

2,069 

1,063 

1,263 

139 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

2,701 

5,293 

2,290 

1,522 

770 

2,069 

1,063 

1,263 

139 

" 

— 

Jersey  County  Summary  (2  Dists.  ) 

Construction, Principal 

12,480 

13,957 

22,266 

24 , 703 

29,990 

29,924 

24,013 

15.205 

482 

1,292 

045 

5,382 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

6,170 

5,679 

10,035 

9,989 

8,676 

4,256 

4,706 

3,862 

-- 

— 

— 

1,239 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

21,530 

12,883 

12,603 

21,776 

23,471 

22,930 

16,173 

17,578 

11,705 

10,106 

15,763 

10,916 

— 

Total  Collections 

40,188 

32,519 

45,704 

56,468 

62,137 

57,110 

44,892 

36,645 

12,187 

11,398 

18,808 

17,537 

— 

— 

JO  DAVIESS  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

JOHNSON  COUNTY 

Belknap  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

821 

821 

021 

821 

653 

652 

652 

585 

585 

585 

585 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Construction, Interest 

542 

492 

443 

394 

274 

235 

195 

140 

105 

70 

35 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

1,363 

1,313 

1,264 

1,215 

927 

087 

847 

725 

690 

655 

620 

-- 

-- 

— 

Vienna  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

1,132 

1,551 

1,534 

1,533 

1,533 

1,502 

1,502 

1,500 

1,503 

1,499 

1,503 

508 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

754 

703 

635 

1,007 

917 

794 

697 

616 

523 

424 

338 

242 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

1,336 

2,254 

2,169 

2,540 

2,450 

2,296 

2,199 

2,116 

2,026 

1,923 

1,841 

750 

— 

-- 

Johnson  County  Summary  (2  Dists.  ) 

Construction, Principal 

1,953 

2,372 

2,355 

2,354 

2,186 

2,154 

2,154 

2,085 

2,088 

2,084 

2,088 

508 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

1,296 

1,195 

1,078 

1,401 

1,191 

1,029 

892 

756 

628 

494 

373 

242 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

3,249 

3,567 

3,433 

3,755 

3,377 

3,183 

3,046 

2,841 

2,716 

2,578 

2,461 

750 

— 

— 

KANE  COUNTY 

Data  not  available 

KANKAKEE  COUNTY 

Clausen  Pk.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction# Prin.  and  Int.1 

— 

— 

2,134 

5,201 

2,830 

2,614 

2  ,004 

1,578 

995 

1,164 

-- 

756 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

2,134 

5,201 

2,830 

2,614 

2,  004 

1,578 

995 

1,164 

— 

756 

— 

— 

Little  Beaver  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.2 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

1,126 

-- 

— 

127 

188 

39 

256 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1,126 

— 

— 

127 

188 

39 

256 

— 

— 

Raymond  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int.1 

— 

— 

3,442 

2,665 

— 

1,613 

3,154 

3,488 

2,663 

1,476 

3,394 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

3,442 

2,665 

1,613 

3,154 

3,483 

2,663 

1,476 

3,394 

— 

-- 

-- 

Spring  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

2,838 

— 

11,724 

4,976 

4,037 

3,650 

2,441 

1,076 

1,732 

262 

190 

1,762 

§285 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

322 

266 

291 

447 

292 

291 

476 

237 

1,341 

626 

— 

Total  Collections 

2,830 

-- 

11,724 

5,298 

4,303 

3,941 

2,888 

1,368 

2,023 

738 

427 

3,103 

911 

— 

Union  #2-Ganeer  and  Momence 

Construction , Principal 

— 

— 

— 

629 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

629 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Union  #l-Komence  and  Yellowhead 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,236 

634 

301 

597 

1,350 

1,200 

2,959 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

447 

423 

348 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

447 

5,629 

982 

301 

597 

1,350 

1,200 

2,959 

— 

Kankakee  County  Summary  (6  Dists.  ) 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

2,838 

— 

17,300 

13,471 

6,867 

7,877 

12,835 

6,776 

5,691 

3,499 

4,934 

3,718 

3,244 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

322 

266 

1,864 

870 

640 

418 

664 

276 

1,597 

626 

— 

Total  Collections 

2,838 

17,300 

13,793 

7,133 

9,741 

13,705 

7,416 

6,109 

4,163 

5,210 

5,315 

5,370 

KENDALL  COUNTY 

Brlsto  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

500 

— 

250 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

500 

250 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Morgan  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

5,830 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

__ 

-- 

-- 

— 

266 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

927 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

-- 

5,330 

266 

— 

— 

— 

927 

— 

— 

Raymond  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

800 

— 

— 

700 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

800 

700 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Kendall  County  Summary  (3  Dists.) 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,330 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

800 

-- 

-- 

700 

766 

-- 

250 

— 

— 

927 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

800 

— 

6,530 

766 

— 

250 

— 

— 

927 

— 

— 

Apparently  Includes  some  annual  benefits 


Very  little  activity  in  this  district  since  1925 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1951 

1932 

1953 

1954 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

LAKE  COUNTY1 

Union  #1  West  Deerfield  *  North^lel 
Construction,  Principal 

d 

$38,000 

S3, 000 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

350 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

38,000 

2,350 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Lake  County  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

38,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

350 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

38,000 

2,350 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

LA  SALLE  COUNTY 

Freedom,  Wallace  !c  Dayton 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

$1,409 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

54BS 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

1,409 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

485 

— 

Utica,  7/althan  Wallace 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

6,163 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

6,153 

— 

— 

La  Salle  County  (2  Dists.) 
Construction,  Principal 

1,409 

6,648 

Total  Collections 

““ 

1,409 

— 

““ 

— 

— 

— 

6,549 

— 

— 

Lawrence  county 

Ambraw  Levee  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

S3 ,527 

3,274 

2,943 

-- 

*11,179 

$4,947 

$4,292 

04,495 

*-4,130 

*4,240 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

652 

— 

2,622 

— 

1,592 

1,064 

666 

645 

688 

$666 

666 

$<567 

— 

Total  Collections 

3,527 

3,926 

2,943 

2,622 

1,179 

6,539 

5 , 356 

5,161 

4,775 

4,929 

666 

665 

567 

-- 

Eagle  Branch  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

600 

1,008 

— 

— 

663 

702 

296 

351 

237 

294 

— 

150 

199 

— 

Total  Collections 

600 

1,008 

— 

— 

663 

702 

295 

351 

237 

294 

-- 

150 

199 

— 

England  Pond  Dr,  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

4,224 

4,225 

3,328 

6,336 

4,465 

6,535 

2,534 

2,900 

1,993 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

510 

816 

677 

261 

3,362 

3,866 

184 

883 

826 

1,145 

798 

1,211 

1,745 

— 

Total  Collections 

510 

816 

677 

4,485 

8,087 

7,194 

6,520 

5,348 

7,461 

3,729 

3,699 

3,204 

1,745 

— 

Ottoer  Pond  Dr.  Dist.2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

813 

2,965 

2,775 

2,589 

2,403 

2,116 

14 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

729 

1,430 

1,430 

1,429 

— 

623 

319 

314 

314 

314 

409 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

729 

1,430 

1,430 

1,429 

813 

3,598 

3,094 

2,902 

2,717 

2,430 

423 

-- 

Russell  &  Allison  Dr.  Dist. 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

20,793 

17,333 

24,356 

15,723 

12,912 

12,903 

7,237 

8,543 

7,260 

7,210 

6,300 

99 

Annual  Benefits 

9,155 

9,141 

9,160 

— 

4,558 

9,131 

9,  129 

2,497 

4,552 

9,151 

9,193 

4,629 

2,287 

_ 

Total  Collections 

29,  948 

26,524 

33,516 

lo,723 

17,470 

22,034 

15,355 

11,040 

11,912 

16,361 

15,493 

4,723 

2,287 

-- 

Wolf  Prairie  Dr.  Dist.3 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

11,399 

4,901 

4,035 

4,033 

3,709 

3,486 

3,592 

3,373 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

11,389 

4,981 

4,035 

4,093 

3,709 

3,486 

3,592 

3,373 

— 

Lawrence  County  (6  Dists.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

24,320 

20,657 

27,299 

19,947 

13,316 

32,557 

23,659 

24,503 

24,983 

20,331 

15,099 

7,900 

3,397 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

10,265 

11,617 

10,566 

4,313 

10,513 

16,719 

10,573 

5,020 

6,579 

11,592 

10,971 

6,980 

5,307 

_ 

Total  Collections 

34,585 

32,274 

37,865 

24,260 

28,329 

49,2°6 

34,352 

29,523 

31,462 

31,913 

26,060 

14,790 

8,594 

— 

LEE  COUNTY 

Brush  Grove  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

1,560 

1,620 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,390 

— 

440 

531 

1,306 

1,476 

1,476 

2,050 

$2,207 

Total  Collections 

1,560 

1,620 

— 

— 

-- 

1,390 

— 

440 

531 

1,306 

1,476 

1,475 

2,050 

2,207 

Hamilton  Sp.  Dr.  Dist  //I 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

2,614 

2,206 

1,940 

1,991 

1,791 

2,020 

2,646 

2,005 

2,054 

1,969 

1,518 

1,451 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

2,614 

2,206 

1,940 

1,991 

1,791 

2,020 

2,546 

2,005 

2,054 

1,969 

l',518 

1,451 

Harmon  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

1,570 

9,843 

5,526 

10,259 

7,181 

6,042 

3,220 

432 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

1,570 

9,343 

5,526 

10,259 

7,181 

6,042 

3,220 

432 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Harmon  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

1,067 

749 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

'  — 

-- 

1,067 

749 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

Inlet  Swamp  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Jnt.4 

3,301 

3,326 

8,035 

10,491 

10,913 

14,964 

10,481 

6,798 

6,506 

7,030 

7,723 

11,865 

13,979 

13,314 

Total  Collections 

3,301 

3,326 

8,035 

10,491 

10,913 

14,954 

10,491 

5,790 

6,506 

7,030 

7,723 

11,865 

13,979 

13,314 

Union  #1  Ashton  &  LaFavette 
Construction,  Principal 

13 , 933 

609 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

13,933 

609 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Union  #1  Hamilton  <5c  East  Grove 
Annual  Benefits 

232 

634 

562 

360 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

232 

634 

562 

350 

Union  #1  Hamilton  &  Hahnaman 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

_ 

128 

1,060 

27,805 

8,235 

7,992 

7,427 

7,551 

6,436 

5,532 

10,736 

6,999 

6,932 

7,368 

Total  Collections 

— 

128 

1,060 

27,805 

8,235 

7,892 

7,427 

7,551 

6,435 

5,632 

10,735 

6,999 

6,932 

7,368 

Union  #1  Hamilton  &  Hahnaman  Sub  #2 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

296 

1,665 

1,558 

2,496 

1,250 

547 

1,296 

960 

947 

Total  Collections 

— 

296 

1,555 

1,558 

2,496 

1,250 

547 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

l',286 

960 

947 

Union  #1  Hamilton  &  Hahnaman  Sub  #3 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

329 

800 

399 

487 

1,058 

576 

1, 197 

770 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

200 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

329 

800 

399 

-- 

— 

— 

200 

— 

487 

1,059 

575 

1,137 

770 

^Data  for  other  districts  In  this  county  lncacplete  and  not  complied.  ’District  organized  In  1929;  Includes  annual  benefits. 

Data  for  1929  and  1930  not  available  for  construction  account.  ‘includes  annual  benefits. 
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TABLE  II— COLLECTIONS— continued 


District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1956 

1937 

1930 

LEE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Union  ^1-Hamilton  and  Hahnaman  Minoi 

Sub  #1 

>f  Sub  4 2 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

$103 

$792 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

',500 

$50C 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

$249 

$149 

$254 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

103 

792 

— 

— 

249 

149 

254 

— 

— 

-- 

GOO 

500 

Union  #2- Hamilton  and  Hahnaman 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

$2,402 

51,040 

1,769 

112 

Total  Collections 

Union  #2-Hamllton  and  Hahnaman  Sub 

#i 

2,402 

1,048 

1,769 

112 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

330 

27 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

380 

27 

— 

-- 

Union  #1- Harmon  and  Marion 

Construction* Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

1,952 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

*— 

— 

— 

— 

2,100 

3,441 

Total  Collections 

-- 

1,952 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,100 

3,441 

Union  jjfl-Harmon  and  Montmorency1 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-  - 

— 

-- 

— 

4,672 

2,373 

i,£9r 

Total  Collections 

Union  #l-walnut,  Hamilton  and  Hahnaj 

nan  Sub 

4,672 

2,373 

1,592 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

2,998 

$397 

SI , 788 

— 

-- 

-  - 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

901 

901 

268 

— 

$429 

— 

— 

1,833 

1,622 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

2,998 

397 

1,780 

901 

901 

260 

— 

429 

— 

— 

1,833 

1,622 

Lee  County  Summary  (16  Dists. ) 

$4,861 

$10,020 

Cons tructlon# Prin.  and  Int. 

9,324 

27,807 

48,302 

50,686 

34,636 

26,288 

19,589 

16,154 

21,571 

27,368 

29,549 

29,383 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,540 

1,050 

1,162 

531 

1,735 

4,490 

3,105 

6,214 

4,301 

Total  Collections 

LIVIN0ST0N  COUNTY 

4,861 

9,324 

27,807 

43,382 

50,606 

37,176 

27,330 

20,751 

16,551 

17,889 

26,061 

30,553 

35,763 

33,684 

Avoca  Dr.  Dist.2 

Construction* Principal 

58,182 

8,441 

4,825 

2,722 

3,514 

791 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construct ion# Interest 

1,349 

1,197 

988 

328 

266 

62 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

.60,031 

9,638 

5,813 

3,050 

3,780 

853 

— 

— 

-- 

““ 

— 

— 

Champlin  Dr.  Dist.3 

Construction  #Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

24,256 

9,280 

4,824 

1,528 

2,654 

4,281 

86 

536 

-- 

100 

Construe t ion# Interest 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

781 

623 

341 

310 

416 

57 

37 

— 

34 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

24 , 256 

10,061 

5,447 

1,369 

2,964 

4,697 

143 

573 

— 

134 

Eastern  Indian  Creek  Dr.  Dist.4 

Construction , Principal 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

13,724 

2,473 

170 

517 

199 

1,098 

633 

656 

47 

Construction »Interest 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

25 

120 

263 

95 

101 

330 

137 

42 

5 

Total  Collections 

Long-Point  and  Nebraska  Union  Dr.  DJ 

st.  5 

13,749 

2,601 

433 

612 

380 

1,428 

025 

698 

52 

Construction, Principal 

-- 

-- 

-- 

26,038 

5,373 

5,063 

4,935 

4,293 

996 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

-- 

730 

1,230 

923 

573 

278 

203 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

Mutual  Benefit  Dr.  Dist.5 

26,760 

6,608 

5,936 

5,513 

4,571 

1,204 

Construction.  Principal 

— 

— 

11,462 

14,273 

4,459 

1,105 

1,240 

1,131 

1,163 

3,031 

1,194 

1,307 

641 

45 

Construction.  Interest 

— 

-- 

-  - 

719 

798 

543 

511 

469 

428 

573 

200 

123 

101 

16 

Total  Collections 

Livingston  County  Summary  (5  Dists. 

11,462 

14,992 

5,257 

1,653 

1,751 

1,600 

1,596 

3,604 

1,394 

1,430 

322 

61 

Construction,  Principal 

58,182 

8,441 

16,287 

43,033 

37,607 

29,963 

13,472 

7,122 

5,335 

7,511 

2,378 

2,401 

1,297 

192 

Construction,  Interest 

1,349 

1,197 

980 

1,777 

2,294 

2,339 

1,340 

1,351 

1,041 

1,170 

537 

347 

223 

55 

Total  Collections 

60,031 

9,638 

17,275 

44,810 

39,901 

32,302 

15,312 

8,473 

6,376 

8,601 

2,965 

2,  323 

1,520 

247 

LOG AH  COUNTY 

No  collection  data  available  for  pel 

'iod  1925- 

-1938. 

MACON  COUNTY 

Friends  Creek  Dr.  Dist.  //3 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

1,722 

5,553 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

1,722 

5,553 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Illini  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.  ana  Subs 

Construction, Principal 

40,923 

6,365 

30,509 

26,810 

3,585 

4,823 

8,550 

3,907 

3,602 

3,739 

3,755 

1,237 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

-- 

1,054 

2,705 

1,720 

1,505 

1,239 

1,270 

034 

674 

521 

437 

19 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

3,992 

-- 

1,909 

10,407 

-- 

4,279 

435 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

2,054 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

44,915 

7,419 

35,123 

30,937 

5,090 

10,391 

10,305 

4,741 

4,276 

4,260 

4,192 

3,310 

— 

— 

Maroa  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

— 

-- 

— 

500 

— 

2,100 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

500 

— 

2,100 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Maroa  Dr.  Dist.  #3 

Construction, Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

300 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

300 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Maroa  Dr.  Dist.  #4 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,350 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

400 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

1,350 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

400 

— 

— 

Kt.  Zion  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction, Principal 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

6,500 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

6,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

~ 

— 

— 

Kt.  Zion  Dr.  Dlat.  #2 

Construction, Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

4,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Northeast  Decatur  Dr.  Dist.3 

Construct ion, Principal 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

10,060 

3,e52 

3, £01 

3,562 

3,155 

3,373 

613 

551 

117 

— 

Construction, Interest 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

5V 

601 

986 

6ei 

424 

317 

195 

304 

57 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

10,116 

4,453 

4 ,  FF7 

4,263 

3,579 

3,690 

008 

855 

174 

*Ho  activity  shown  prior  to  1936, 
2Data  not  available  after  1930. 
3Dlatrlct  organized  In  1929. 


4District  organized  In  1930. 
district  organized  In  1927. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

MACON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Powers-Cassell  Dr.  Dist.1 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

56,033 

53 ,009 

55,163 

$1,689 

$1,753 

$1,929 

$2,173 

$3,964 

$2,515 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

186 

1,239 

844 

830 

789 

78e 

2,106 

505 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

6,033 

3,195 

6,402 

2,533 

2,583 

2,718 

2,961 

6,070 

3,020 

-- 

Stevens  Creek  Dr.  Diet.2 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

J.7,737 

125 

11,121 

4,247 

377 

— 

— 

— 

55 

53 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

■■ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

7 

— 

— 

— 

30 

35 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

$1,517 

-- 

773 

1,618 

-- 

1,495 

— 

-  - 

-- 

35 

1,243 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

1,517 

7,737 

898 

12,739 

4,247 

1,879 

— 

-- 

— 

120 

1,331 

— 

Tarr  Addition  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

-- 

— 

637 

2,190 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

61 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

637 

2,251 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

““ 

-- 

-- 

— 

Union  #5  Friends  Creek  &  Willow  Bran 
Construction,  Principal 

ch 

2,916 

2,570 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,916 

2,570 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Whitmore  Dr.  Dist.  #12 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

350 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

350 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Macon  County  Summary  (13  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

$40,923 

$6,365 

30,509 

39,056 

31,546 

34,671 

24,431 

9,555 

8,510 

9,041 

6,541 

6,207 

2,685 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

-  - 

1,054 

2,705 

1,720 

1,625 

2,076 

3,495 

2,366 

1,928 

1,627- 

1,420 

2,459 

597 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

3,992 

3,426 

10,407 

773 

5,897 

485 

1,495 

— 

-- 

2,089 

1,243 

-- 

Total  Collections 

44,915 

7,419 

36,640 

51,183 

33,944 

42,644 

2e,4ii 

13,416 

10,438 

10,668 

7,961 

10,755 

4,525 

— 

MACOUPIN  COUNTY 

Data  not  available 

MADISON  COUNTY 

Chauteau  Island  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

-- 

12,306 

-- 

3,571 

3,149 

2,308 

1,237 

1,264 

1,026 

398 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

12,306 

— 

3,571 

3,149 

2,308 

1,237 

1,264 

1,026 

398 

— 

-- 

Chauteau,  Nameoki,  V  Venice 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

9,149 

6,994 

9,147 

9,090 

659 

5,643 

7,497 

5,374 

3,535 

6,447 

6,197 

4,160 

3,833 

-- 

Total  Collections 

9,149 

6,994 

9,147 

9,090 

659 

5,643 

7,497 

5,374 

3,535 

6,447 

6,197 

4,160 

3,833 

— 

County  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-  - 

-  - 

— 

8,256 

1,351 

1,396 

974 

3,144 

1,331 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

8,256 

1,351 

1,396 

974 

3,144 

1,331 

-- 

— 

Foster  Levee  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

3,452 

3,008 

2,659 

2,356 

2,241 

2,099 

1,802 

502 

150 

263 

350 

481 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

3,452 

3,008 

2,659 

2,356 

2,241 

2,099 

1,802 

5o2 

150 

263 

350 

481 

— 

-- 

Wood  River  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Frln.  and  Int. 

11,654 

7,080 

7,264 

21,042 

56,099 

10,503 

6,960 

7,512 

9,587 

10,346 

9,009 

2,574 

_ 

— 

Total  Collections 

11,634 

7,080 

7,264 

21,042 

56,099 

10,503 

6,960 

7,512 

9,587 

10,346 

9,009 

2,574 

Uedison  County  (5  Dists.) 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

24,235 

17,082 

19,070 

44,794 

50,999 

30,072 

20,759 

17,092 

15,483 

21,464 

17,913 

7,613 

3,833 

— 

Total  Collections 

24,235 

17,082 

19,070 

44,794 

58,999 

30,072 

20,759 

17,092 

15,483 

21,464 

17,913 

7,613 

3,833 

— 

MARION  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

MARSHALL  COUNTY 

Saratoga  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

9,410 

2,923 

1,575 

647 

2,109 

— 

99 

-- 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

557 

2,060 

877 

277 

781 

33 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

9,967 

4,983 

2,452 

924 

2,890 

— 

132 

— 

— 

Marshall  County  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

9,410 

2,923 

1,575 

647 

2,109 

-- 

99 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-  - 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

557 

2,060 

877 

277 

781 

_ 

33 

_ 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

9,967 

4,983 

2,452 

924 

2,890 

— 

132 

— 

— 

MASON  COUNTY 

Bull's  Eye  Sp.  Dr.  Dist, 3 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4,931 

2,02e 

3,221 

2,706 

4,251 

3,892 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

973 

1,394 

983 

1,486 

1,150 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

4,931 

3,001 

4,615 

3,689 

5,737 

5,042 

— 

— 

Central  Sp.  Dr.  Dist, 

Annual  Benefits4 

8,898 

12,077 

10,224 

14,877 

7,001 

3,274 

524 

— 

2,400 

— 

2,062 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

8,898 

12,077 

10,224 

14,877 

7,001 

3,274 

524 

-- 

2,400 

-- 

2,062 

-- 

— 

— 

Mason  tt  Menard  Dr.  Dist, 

Annual  Benefits' 

— 

12,873 

5,000 

2,000 

4,466 

9,287 

5,745 

— 

915 

_ 

512 

475 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

12,873 

5,000 

2,000 

4,466 

9,287 

5,745 

-- 

915 

— 

512 

475 

-- 

— 

Mason  b  Tazewell  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

22,713 

22,207 

20,e35 

19,008 

16,173 

21,125 

18,281 

16,588 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

22,713 

22,207 

20,835 

19,008 

16,173 

21,125 

18,281 

16,588 

-- 

— 

-- 

district  organized  In  1929, 
2Data  are  incomplete. 


^Data  prior  to  1931  not  available. 

4This  account  probably  Includes  construction  classified  as  maintenance 
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TABLE  II— COLLECTIONS— continued 


District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

MASON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Mason  County  (4  Dists.  ) 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

$22,713 

$22,207 

$20,835 

$23,939 

$18,201 

$24,346 

$20,987 

$20,839 

$3,892 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

973 

1,394 

983 

1,486 

1,150 

Annual  Benefits 

$8,898 

$24,950 

$15,224 

16,877 

11,467 

12,561 

6,269 

3,315 

2,574 

475 

Total  Collections 

8,898 

24,950 

15,224 

39,590 

33,674 

33,396 

30,208 

19,174 

29,055 

21,970 

24,899 

5,517 

— 

-- 

MASSAC  COUNTY 

Cache  River  Dr.  Dlst.  and  Subs1 
Construction,  Principal 

15,761 

30,723 

22,844 

14,202 

15,287 

12,478 

7,674 

3,544 

3,709 

2,093 

2,337 

658 

$6,266 

2,496 

Construction,  Interest 

5,584 

5,285 

6,612 

3,706 

3,401 

2,474 

1,010 

487 

415 

409 

585 

119 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

3,444 

11,830 

11,857 

10,298 

10,622 

10,579 

5,636 

4,276 

6,004 

7,819 

6,128 

7,065 

15,297 

#3,216 

Total  Collections 

24,789 

47,838 

41,313 

28,206 

29,310 

25,531 

14,320 

8,307 

10,128 

10,321 

9,050 

7,842 

24,059 

3,216 

Massac  County  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Principal 

15,761 

30,723 

22,844 

14,202 

15,287 

12,478 

7,674 

3,544 

3,709 

2,093 

2,337 

658 

6,266 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

5,584 

5,285 

6,612 

3,706 

3,401 

2,474 

1,010 

487 

415 

409 

585 

119 

2,496 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

3,444 

11,830 

11,857 

10,298 

10,622 

10,579 

5 , 636 

4,276 

6,004 

7,819 

6,128 

7,065 

15,297 

3,216 

Total  Collections 

24,789 

47,838 

41,313 

28,206 

29,310 

25,531 

14,320 

8,307 

10,128 

10,321 

9,050 

7,842 

24,059 

3,216 

MC  DONOUGH  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

MC  HENRY  COUNTY 

Dsta  not  available 

MC  LEaN  COUNTY 

Sub  #1-Mackinaw  Dr.  Di3t. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

1,587 

5,365 

1,746 

1,368 

2,619 

1,927 

584 

762 

1,411 

1,351 

— 

_ 

264 

Total  Collections 

— 

1,587 

5,365 

1,746 

1,368 

2,619 

1,927 

584 

762 

1,411 

1,351 

— 

— 

264 

Sub  #2-Mackinaw  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

3,317 

1,704 

4,310 

1,086 

545 

909 

2,583 

338 

319 

299 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

3,317 

1,704 

4,310 

1,086 

545 

909 

2,583 

338 

319 

299 

— 

Sub  #3-Hacklnaw  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

12,705 

2,348 

2,809 

7,019 

458 

1,098 

1,210 

2,354 

857 

1,451 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

12 , 705 

2,348 

2,889 

7,019 

458 

1,098 

1,210 

2,354 

857 

1,451 

— 

Sub  #4 -Mackinaw  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

3,946 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

_ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

3,946 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Yates  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

6,722 

4,617 

3,771 

4,693 

923 

2,465 

1,309 

122 

720 

2,335 

4,369 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

““ 

6,722 

4,617 

3,771 

4,693 

923 

2,465 

1,309 

122 

720 

2,335 

4,369 

— 

— 

Sub  #3 -Lawndale  and  Cropsey 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

10,243 

1,170 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

10,243 

1,170 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Sub  #5 -Lawndale  and  Cropsey 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

5,686 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

5,686 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

Sub  #5-Lawndale  and  Cropsey 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

7,543 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

7,543 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Brokaw,  Brining  and  Linton 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

19,043 

13,080 

5,111 

1,320 

915 

12,393 

21,095 

1,128 

1,913 

Total  Collections 

19,043 

13,080 

5,111 

1,320 

915 

12,393 

21,095 

1,128 

— 

— 

1,913 

— 

— 

— 

Patton  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

17,389 

9,086 

'  63 

3,671 

4,914 

1,142 

1,272 

4,383 

6,580 

3,065 

3,010 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

17,389 

9,086 

,  663 

3,671 

4,914 

1,142 

1,272 

4,383 

6,580 

3,065 

3,010 

Sangamon  River  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

2,029 

2,687 

3,014 

2,876 

2,316 

1,518 

2,569 

2,113 

2,462 

2,368 

631 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

2,u29 

2,687 

3,014 

2,876 

2,316 

1,518 

2,569 

2,113 

2,462 

2,368 

631 

— 

— 

— 

Dawns  Mutual  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

6,923 

4,590 

4,723 

2,135 

1,999 

2,015 

1,879 

2,855 

1,845 

1,672 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

6,923 

4,590 

4,723 

2 ,135 

1,999 

2,015 

1,879 

2,855 

1,845 

1,672 

— 

— 

— 

Empire  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

1,256 

4,095 

1,070 

947 

1,089 

644 

630 

571 

558 

570 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

1,256 

4,095 

1,070 

947 

1,089 

644 

630 

571 

558 

570 

— 

McLean  County  Summary  (13  Dists.) 
Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

29,251 

32,761 

23 , 900 

69,728 

30,634 

30,974 

42,341 

14,477 

8,898 

11,806 

13,305 

12,125 

4,815 

3,274 

Total  Collections 

29,251 

32,761 

23,900 

69,728 

30,634 

30,974 

42,341 

14,477 

8,898 

11,806 

13,305 

12,125 

4,815 

3,274 

MENARD  COUNTY 

Oakford  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

938 

1,975 

2,112 

2,098 

2,344 

4,958 

4,742 

2,531 

5,222 

2,405 

4,560 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

938 

1,975 

2,112 

2,098 

2,344 

4,958 

4,742 

2,531 

5,222 

2,405 

4,560 

Salt  Creek  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,703 

6,033 

12,492 

12,296 

19,445 

15,370 

8,705 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,703 

6,033 

12,492 

12,296 

19,445 

15,370 

8,705 

— — 

^■This  district  extends  into  Pope,  Pulaski,  Union,  and  Johnson  Counties 


No  activity  shown  prior  to  1929, 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

MENARD  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Menard  County  Suranary  (2  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

$938 

$1,975 

$2,112 

$7,801 

$8,377 

$17,450 

$17,038 

$21,976 

$20,592 

$11,110 

$4,560 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

938 

1,975 

2,112 

7,801 

8,377 

17,450 

17,038 

21,976 

20,592 

11,110 

4,560 

— 

MERCER  COUNTY 

Bay  Island  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

10,887 

-- 

— 

-T 

49,795 

40,499 

82,093 

39,659 

39,966 

$11,929 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

7,007 

3,146 

12,918 

13,487 

5,643 

2,960 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

$25,513 

25,657 

36,650 

5,205 

32,165 

20,040 

27 , 603 

15,442 

6,241 

10,430 

12,954 

13,469 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

25,512 

25,657 

36,650 

16,092 

32,165 

20,040 

27,603 

72,244 

49,886 

105,441 

66,100 

59,078 

14,889 

-- 

Mercer  County  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

10,887 

— 

— 

— 

49,795 

40,499 

82,093 

39,659 

39,966 

11,929 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-  - 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

7,007 

3,146 

12,918 

13,487 

5,643 

2,960 

__ 

Annual  Benefits  1 

25,512 

25,657 

36,650 

5,205 

32,165 

20,040 

27 , 603 

15,442 

6,241 

10,430 

12,954 

13,469 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

25,512 

25,657 

36,650 

16,092 

32,165 

20,040 

27,603 

72,244 

49,886 

105,441 

66,100 

59,078 

14,889 

— 

MONROE  COUNTY2 

Columbia  Dr.  Dist.  #3 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

15,650 

4,871 

7,559 

868 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

166 

204 

852 

102 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

236 

1,381 

2,516 

5,124 

-- 

2,164 

2,945 

2,373 

2,057 

1,589 

2,441 

2,078 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

236 

1,381 

2,516 

5,124 

15,816 

7,239 

11,356 

3,343 

2,057 

1,589 

2,  441 

2,078 

-- 

Monroe  County  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

15,650 

4,871 

7,559 

868 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

166 

204 

852 

102 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

236 

1,381 

2,516 

5,124 

-- 

2,164 

2,945 

2,373 

2,057 

1,589 

2,441 

2,078 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

236 

1,381 

2,516 

5,124 

15,816 

7,239 

11,356 

3,343 

2,057 

1,589 

2,  441 

2,078 

— 

— 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 

Blue  Grass  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

4,889 

4,8e9 

4,576 

5,203 

4,889 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

1,748 

1,453 

1,098 

979 

571 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

6,637 

6,342 

5,674 

6,182 

5,460 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Litchfield  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

— 

— 

2,033 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

2,033 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Union  #1  Bois  D'Arc  ft  Girard 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

3,738 

525 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

3,738 

525 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Pitman  Dr.  Dist.  #5 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

268 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

268 

— 

Union  #1  Raymond  &  Round  Tree 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

3,044 

1,639 

132 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

_ 

481 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

3,044 

1,639 

132 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

481 

— 

Union  #2  Bois  D'Arc  ft  King 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

11,584 

1,249 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

11,584 

1,249 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Sub  #2  of  Pitman  #3 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

4,394 

129 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

4,394 

129 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Pitman  Dr.  Dist.  #5 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

1,021 

2,998 

70 

— 

-- 

__ 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

““ 

1,021 

2,998 

70 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Bug  River  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1,830 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1,830 

— 

-- 

Pitman  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

935 

108 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

935 

108 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

Sub  #4  of  Pitman  #2 

Annual  Benefits 

8,704 

2,097 

432 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

__ 

__ 

_ 

E9 

— 

Total  Collections 

Sub  #1  of  Union  #1  Zanesville  ft  Pitm 

8,704 

an 

2,097 

432 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

14,262 

__ 

__ 

_ 

— 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

14,262 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

Union  //I  Harvel  &  Pitman 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-- 

925 

163 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

326 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

925 

163 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

326 

-- 

— 

-- 

Shop  Creek  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

3,925 

622 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

955 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,925 

622 

— 

— 

-- 

955 

— 

~ 

So.  Litchfield  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

50 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

50 

-- 

— 

__ 

45 

4 

45 

— 

Total  Collections 

50 

— 

— 

— 

50 

— 

— 

-- 

45 

4 

45 

— 

Irish  Flats  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

_ 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,744 

686 

57 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

90 

.. 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,744 

686 

57 

— 

-- 

— 

90 

-- 

— 

Probably  Includes  some  construction  accounts  collections  for  1927, 
1930  and  1931. 


Other  important  districts  in  this  county  for  which  data  are  not  avail¬ 
able  are  Port  Chartres  and  Ivy  Landing  Dr.  Dist.,  Monroe  and  Ivy  Land¬ 
ing  Dr.  Dist.,  and  Moredock  and  Ivy  Landing  Dr.  Dist. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1936 

1936 

1937 

1938 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Union  #1  Harvel  fc  Bois  D'Arc 

Annual  Benefits 

$2,287 

$639 

$419 

$454 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

2,287 

639 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

419 

454 

— 

— 

Raymond  Dr.  Dist.  #3 

$393 

*313 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

393 

— 

313 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Raymond  Dr.  Dlst.  #2 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

496 

— 

— 

— 

— 

621 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

““ 

— 

— 

496 

— 

— 

— 

— 

621 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Raymond  Dr.  Dist.#l 

$153 

$70 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

135 

— 

-- 

-- 

689 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

135 

153 

70 

— 

— 

— 

689 

— 

— 

— 

Union  #1  Raymond  A  Harvel 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,946 

3,183 

404 

-- 

$50 

64 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,846 

3,183 

404 

— 

50 

64 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Harvel  Dr.  Dlst.  #1 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

— 

513 

513 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

259 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

513 

513 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

259 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Harvel  Dr.  Dlst.  #2 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

285 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

410 

18 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collection. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

285 

— 

— 

— 

410 

18 

— 

— 

— 

Zanesville  Dr.  Dlst.  #1 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

8,903 

1,036 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

8,903 

1,036 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Union  #1  King  k  Harvel 

$1,793 

$2,686 

Annual  Eeneflts 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

297 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

1,793 

2,586 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

297 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Montgomery  County  Summary  (25  Dlsts 
Construction,  Principal 

.) 

$4,889 

4,889 

4,576 

18,820 

29,303 

1,036 

Construction,  Interest 

1,748 

1,453 

1,098 

979 

571 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

8,754 

4,825 

3,126 

7,790 

15,852 

12,016 

1,728 

393 

50 

2,290 

3,001 

1,503 

$7  94 

-- 

Total  Collections 

15,391 

11,167 

9,800 

27,599 

45,726 

13,052 

1,728 

393 

50 

2,290 

3,001 

1,503 

794 

— 

MORGAN  COUNTY 

Coon  Run  Dr.  &  Levee  Dist.1 
Construction,  Principal 

2,001 

2,713 

2,597 

1,773 

7,661 

2,981 

2,713 

2,708 

517 

106 

938 

.. 

„ 

Construction,  Interest 

967 

1,182 

981 

566 

365 

443 

341 

264 

30 

30 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

851 

754 

754 

714 

204 

704 

719 

701 

495 

770 

644 

716 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

3,819 

4,649 

4,332 

3,053 

8,230 

4,128 

3,773 

3,673 

1,042 

906 

1,582 

716 

— 

— 

Coon  Run  Dr.  &  Levee  Dist.  Sub  #2a 
Construction,  Principal 

3,129 

1,111 

1,218 

1,041 

2,098 

1,371 

1,041 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

384 

629 

667 

475 

992 

469 

272 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1,104 

923 

411 

791 

672 

285 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,513 

2,844 

2,808 

1,927 

3,881 

2,512 

1,598 

— 

— 

Indian  Creek  Dr.  &  Levee  Diet.  #2 
Construction,  Principal 

4,269 

4,269 

4,223 

4,975 

605 

1,632 

573 

538 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

772 

512 

254 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

113 

331 

71 

124 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

1,475 

1,489 

2,233 

1,499 

— 

— 

392 

585 

1,068 

1,410 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

5,041 

6,256 

5,966 

2,233 

1,499 

— 

4,975 

1,110 

2,548 

1,712 

2,072 

— 

— 

Morgan  County  Summary  (3  Dists.) 
Construction,  Principal 

2,001 

6,982 

6,866 

5,996 

7,661 

6,110 

3,824 

8,901 

2,163 

3,836 

2,882 

1,579 

Construction,  Interest 

967 

1,954 

1,493 

820 

365 

827 

970 

931 

618 

1,353 

540 

396 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

851 

754 

2,229 

2,203 

2,437 

2,203 

1,823 

1,624 

1,298 

2,146 

2,384 

2,411 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

3,819 

9,690 

10,588 

9,019 

10,463 

9,140 

6,617 

11,456 

4,079 

7,335 

5,806 

4,386 

— 

““ 

MOULTRIE  COUNTY5 

Lovlngton  Twp.  Dr.  Dlst.  #2 
Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

2,242 

252 

_ 

„ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,242 

252 

— 

— 

Lovlngton  Twp.  Dr.  Dist.  #3 
Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

„ 

762 

759 

579 

727 

218 

260 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

762 

759 

579 

727 

218 

— 

260 

" 

Lovlngton,  Lowe  &  Jonathan  Creek  Dr 
Construction,  Prln .  and  Int. 

.  Dlst. 

912 

962 

1,017 

1,003 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

912 

962 

1,017 

1,003 

— 

— 

— 

L-'we  Twp.  Dr.  Dist.  #4 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

804 

149 

547 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

804 

149 

547 

— 

— 

Lowe  Twp.  Dr.  Dist.  #5 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,074 

390 

59 

... 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1,074 

390 

59 

— 

Lowe  Twp.  Dr.  Dist.  #7 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

596 

378 

26 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

596 

378 

26 

— 

Mast  Union  Dr.  Dist.  jjfi 

Construct  Ion,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

324 

519 

292 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

324 

519 

292 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Moultrie,  Coles  &  Douglas  Dr.  Dist 
Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

4 

4,287 

1,310 

1,588 

2,119 

„ 

„ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4,287 

1,310 

1,588 

2,119 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Hila  district  extends  Into  Soott  County 
No  aotivity  prior  to  1929. 


5 Data  for  this  county  are  Incomplete. 

4 This  district  extends  Into  Coles  and  Douglas  Counties 


TABLE  II— COLLECTIONS— continued 


165 


District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

MOULTRIE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Sullivan  Twp.  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

$4,065 

$2,733 

$2,322 

Cons truction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

$10,937 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

10,937 

4,065 

2,733 

2,322 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Sullivan  Twp.  Dr.  Dist.  #5 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

5,157 

922 

922 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Construction, Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

113 

166 

83 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

5,270 

1,083 

1,005 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Union  #l-Dora  and  Loving ton  Twps. 

$853 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

3,473 

$2,824 

$676 

$194 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-  - 

-- 

— 

32 

165 

62 

138 

32 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

Union  #l-Lowe  and  Jonathan  Creek  TVr 

ps. 

3,505 

2,987 

733 

1,041 

226 

Cons truction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

-- 

4,442 

3,108 

2,706 

— 

361 

635 

79 

1,660 

$116 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

4,442 

3,108 

2,706 

— 

361 

635 

79 

1,660 

116 

-- 

Moultrie  County  Summary  (12  Dists.  ) 

$324 

Construction, Principal 

-- 

— 

-- 

21,055 

8,387 

12,322 

8,826 

6,369 

5,964 

5,211 

3,421 

461 

-- 

Construction, Interest 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

113 

166 

83 

32 

163 

62 

188 

32 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

324 

21,168 

8,553 

12,405 

8,858 

6,532 

6,026 

5,399 

3,453 

461 

— 

OGLE  COUNTY 

Data  not  available. 

PEORIA  COUNTY 

Banner  Sp.  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist.2 

$S1,9?4 

#24 , 225 

$27,126 

Construction, Principal 

30,343 

15,091 

5,717 

1,552 

39 

271 

16 

376 

— 

68 

— 

Construction, Interest 

3,21? 

531 

-- 

11,836 

9,762 

8,387 

5,793 

6,670 

624 

1,330 

458 

4 

5,336 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

5,905 

5,619 

6,924 

4,358 

8,572 

8,655 

7,843 

9,846 

13,963 

$9,598 

Total  Collections 

Pekin  and  LaMar sh  Dr.  and  Levee  Di3 

55,136 

t. 

24 , 756 

27,126 

42,229 

30,758 

19,723 

14,269 

11,067 

9,467 

10,051 

8,677 

9,850 

19,367 

9,598 

Construction, Frin.  and  Int. 

12,570 

15,298 

13,277 

13,121 

27,304 

14,743 

12,849 

11,656 

19,218 

13,834 

15,663 

9,722 

3,307 

_ 

Total  Collections 

12,570 

15,298 

13,277 

13,121 

27,304 

14 , 743 

12,349 

11,656 

19,218 

13,834 

15,663 

9,722 

0,307 

— 

Peoria  County  Summary  (2  Dists. ) 

Construction, Principal 

64,494 

39,523 

40,403 

43,464 

42,395 

22,460 

14,401 

11,695 

19,489 

13,850 

16,039 

9,722 

8,375 

— 

Construction, Interest 

3,213 

531 

— 

11,936 

9,702 

8,387 

5,793 

6,670 

624 

1,380 

458 

4 

5,336 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,905 

5,619 

6,924 

4,358 

8,572 

8,655 

7,843 

9,846 

13,963 

9,598 

Total  Collections 

67,707 

40,054 

40,403 

55,350 

58,062 

36,466 

27,118 

22,723 

28,685 

23,885 

24,340 

19,572 

27,674 

9,598 

PERRY  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage. 

PIATT  COUNTY 

Cerro  Gordo  TV/p.  Dr.  Dist.  #1* 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

318 

— 

— 

-- 

465 

46 

28 

371 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

318 

-- 

465 

46 

28 

371 

— 

-- 

Cerro  Gordo  TV/p.  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

1,000 

-- 

— 

_ 

_ 

1,000 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,000 

-* 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Deland  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

58,886 

49,305 

13,141 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

58,886 

49,303 

18,141 

— 

Goose  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

— 

953 

716 

_ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

953 

716 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Hammond  Mutual  Dr.  Dist.  and  Sub4 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

2,168 

2,071 

2,725 

.. 

_ 

_ 

_ 

781 

843 

411 

_ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

2,168 

2,071 

2,725 

-- 

-- 

— 

731 

843 

411 

— 

— 

Lake  Fork  Dr.  Dist.  and  Subs5 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

8,399 

14,099 

4,633 

7,979 

4,917 

4,623 

2,951 

3,597 

374 

3,855 

2,849 

216 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

1,974 

1,013 

950 

5,170 

3,932 

1,411 

3,231 

576 

1,219 

1,782 

4,155 

2,692 

870 

_ 

Total  Collections 

10,773 

15,112 

5,583 

13,149 

8,749 

6,034 

6,132 

4,173 

1,593 

5,637 

7,004 

2,908 

870 

Mont 9 cello  and  Bement  Dr.  Dist.  jf2 

Construction, Principal 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1,950 

956 

627 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Construction, Interest 

-- 

-- 

__ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

83 

63 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,850 

1,039 

690 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Union  Dr.  Dist.  #3  and  Subs 

Construction  , Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

- 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1,534 

1,987 

371 

18 

9,759 

781 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

" 

— 

— 

1,534 

1,987 

371 

18 

9,759 

781 

-- 

Union  #7-Cerro  Gordo  and  Lovington 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

200 

201 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

200 

— 

-- 

201 

-- 

-- 

— 

Union  #12->/illow  Branch  Twp. 

Construction, Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

4,792 

2,737 

3,223 

1,699 

1,159 

846 

910 

61 

Construction, Interest 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

34 

136 

217 

231 

83 

39 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

4,326 

2,923 

3,440 

1,930 

1,325 

929 

916 

100 

1Data  for  this  county  are  incomplete. 

2 The  court  records  do  not  show  any  annual  benefits  levied  since  1924; 
Treasurers’  reports,  however,  show  collections  for  "Bonds  and  Interest 
Fund"  and  "General  Fund"  (here  classified  as  annual  benefits)  since 
1929. 


^This  district  extends  into  Macon  County 
4This  district  extends  into  Moultrie  County. 

5This  district  extends  into  Champaign  and  Douglas  Countie; 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

PIATT  COUNTY 

unity  Dr.  Dist.  #3* 

$251 

$1,476 

$1,906 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

$1,934 

$93 

$4,924 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

1,934 

251 

93 

4,924 

1,476 

— 

““ 

"" 

1,906 

— 

Unity  Dr.  Dlst.  #7  Sub  #12 

1251 

Construction,Prin.  and  Int . 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

806 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

251 

806 

— 

Willow  Branch  Dr.  Dist.  #4 

$256 

$672 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

570 

— 

-- 

^228 

— 

1,486 

1,366 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

570 

— 

25d 

— 

228 

— 

672 

1,486 

1,366 

-- 

Willow  Branch  Dr.  Dist.  ?10-Sub  jfl 

$  555 

$140 

Annual  Benefits 

8 

-- 

-- 

— 

231 

G29 

— 

-- 

34 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

555 

8 

— 

— 

— 

231 

629 

140 

— 

34 

— 

— 

— 

Wolf  Run  Union  #1  and  Sub 

Construe tion, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

675 

913 

510 

25 

343 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

275 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

5,355 

3,821 

1,327 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

275 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

6,030 

4,734 

1,837 

25 

343 

— 

— 

— 

— 

275 

— 

Piatt  County  Summary  (15  Dists.  ) 

$6,706 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

8,899 

14,774 

7,714 

10,560 

7,667 

6,816 

8,699 

8,495 

5,584 

63,760 

60,786 

20,644 

$61 

Construction, Interest 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

117 

249 

217 

231 

166 

83 

— 

39 

Annual  Benefits 

2,429 

8,310 

5,022 

8,543 

10,360 

3,118 

4,113 

916 

2,912 

1,828 

5,090 

4,824 

4,142 

— 

Total  Collections 

11,328 

23,084 

12,736 

19,103 

18,027 

9,934 

12,934 

9,660 

8,713 

8,765 

69,016 

65,693 

24 , 786 

100 

PIKE  COUNTY 

Atlas  Creek  Sub-Dist.  Sny3 

Cons true tion;Pr in. ,  Int.  and 

Annual  Benefits 

3,  lcjy 

4,694 

4,552 

4,031 

9,003 

-- 

3,769 

1,103 

524 

556 

1,893 

671 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

3,189 

4,694 

4,552 

4,031 

9,063 

— 

3,769 

1,103 

524 

556 

1,893 

671 

— 

Bay  Creek-Sub-Dist.  Sny3 

Construction;Prin. ,  Int.  and 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

-- 

13,736 

15,480 

-- 

10,963 

6,271 

4,219 

4,464 

2,142 

2,678 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

13,736 

15,480 

10,963 

6,271 

4,219 

4,464 

2,142 

2,678 

— 

Collins  Pond  Sub-Dist.  Sny3 

Annual  Benefits 

511 

511 

510 

511 

1,022 

4  00 

110 

572 

Total  Collections 

511 

511 

510 

511 

1,022 

— 

400 

110 

— 

572 

— 

Hadley  Creek  Sub-Dist.  Sny3 

Construe tion, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

328 

8,355 

12,849 

— 

13,511 

13 , 573 

12,941 

14,164 

14,505 

14,572 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

5,627 

5,383 

8,007 

7,597 

14,464 

— 

5,579 

2,312 

2,140 

2,  033 

1,342 

1,862 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

5,627 

5,383 

8,335 

15,952 

27,313 

— 

19,090 

15,835 

15,031 

16,197 

15,847 

16,434 

— 

-- 

Kiser  Creek  Sub-Dist.  Sny3 

Construe tl on ;Pr in. ,  Int.  and 

Annual  Benefits 

11,895 

11,440 

22,008 

18,884 

24,176 

— 

7,224 

6,368 

906 

4,341 

4,272 

2,939 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

11,895 

11,440 

22,008 

18,834 

24,176 

— 

7,224 

6,368 

906 

4,341 

4,272 

2j989 

— 

— 

McCraney  Creek  Sub-Dist.  Sny3 
ConstructionjPrin.,  Int.  and 

Annual  Benefits 

5,487 

11,140 

11,914 

12,062 

22,008 

— 

8,531 

6,907 

2,774 

3,926 

1,294 

2,763 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

5,487 

11,140 

11,914 

12,062 

22,008 

8,531 

6,907 

2,  774 

3,926 

1,294 

2,763 

— 

— 

McGee  Creek  Dr.  Dist.4 

ConstructionjPrin.  and  Int. 

Annual  Benefits 

15,095 

32,282 

-- 

123,397 

53 , 077 

35,000 

25,216 

11,870 

5,277 

9,264 

— 

29,712 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

15,095 

32,282 

— 

123,397 

53,077 

35,000 

25,216 

ll,e70 

5,277 

9,264 

— 

29,712 

— 

— 

Sand  Slough  Sub-Dist.  Sny3 
ConstructionjPrin.,  Int.  and 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

992 

1,996 

— 

1,016 

487 

424 

244 

13 

665 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

992 

-- 

1,996 

— 

1,016 

487 

424 

244 

13 

665 

-- 

Six  Mile  Levee  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

893 

912 

912 

894 

893 

— 

564 

1,057 

532 

778 

868 

851 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

893 

912 

912 

394 

893 

— 

564 

1,057 

532 

778 

868 

851 

— 

““ 

Sny  Island  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist.3 
ConstructionjPrin.,  Int.  and 

Annual  Benefits 

54,623 

51,281 

19,317 

115,459 

149,204 

— 

86,968 

61,067 

22,940 

32,626 

21,625 

28,525 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

54,623 

51,281 

19,317 

115,459 

149,204 

— 

86,968 

61,067 

22,940 

32,626 

21,625 

28,525 

— 

— 

Valley  City  Dr.  Dist. 

ConstructionjPrin.,  Int.  and 

Annual  Benefits 

17,343 

23,356 

17,336 

11 , 356 

21,972 

21,988 

15,816 

16,515 

— 

— 

— 

4,658 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

17,343 

23,356 

17,336 

11,336 

21,972 

21,988 

15,816 

16,515 

— 

— 

— 

4,658 

— 

— 

Pike  County  Summary  (11  Dists.) 

ConstructionjPrin.,  Int.  and 

107,632 

134,193 

76,447 

307,260 

309,825 

56,988 

173,014 

124,161 

50,005 

69,585 

45,744 

37,233 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

7,031 

6,806 

9,429 

9,002 

16,379 

— 

6,143 

3,769 

2,782 

2,811 

2,210 

3,285 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

114,633 

140,999 

85,876 

316,262 

326,204 

56,988 

179,157 

127,930 

52,787 

72,396 

47,954 

90,518 

— 

POPE  COUNTY 

Bay  Bottoms  Dr.  and  L.  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

1,020 

3,027 

2,648 

2,648 

2,648 

2,648 

2,640 

2,561 

2,293 

2,206 

2,171 

2,106 

665 

— 

Construction, Interest 

857 

796 

762 

1,552 

1,403 

1,233 

1,072 

378 

661 

499 

363 

223 

79 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

822 

822 

822 

822 

718 

-- 

Total  Collections 

1,377 

3,823 

3,410 

4,200 

4,051 

3,881 

3,712 

8,439 

3,776 

3,527 

3,356 

3,151 

1,462 

— 

Pope  County  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction, Principal 

1,020 

3,027 

2,648 

2,648 

2,648 

2,648 

2,640 

2,561 

2,293 

2,206 

2,111 

2,106 

665 

— 

Construction, Interest 

857 

796 

762 

1,552 

1,403 

1,233 

1,072 

878 

661 

499 

363 

223 

79 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

822 

822 

822 

822 

716 

— 

Total  Collections 

1,877 

3,823 

3,410 

4,200 

4,051 

3,881 

3,712 

3,439 

3,776 

3,527 

3,356 

3,151 

1,462 

— 

;This  district  extends  into  Moultrie  County. 
This  district  extends  into  Douglas  County. 


3These  districts  extend  into  Adams  and  Calhoun  Counties 
4This  district  extends  into  Drown  County. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

PULASKI  COUNTY 

Big  Creek  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

5;  1,065 

$>643 

$.868 

$>588 

5501 

5642 

£288 

C-567 

$-532 

£285 

-- 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

1,065 

843 

868 

58e 

501 

942 

2ee 

567 

532 

285 

— 

— 

-- 

Big  Creek  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

£2 , 153 

2,607 

1 , 640 

1,601 

1,692 

9,610 

1,190 

1,416 

79e 

2,225 

686 

51,341 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

298 

243 

239 

196 

190 

760 

969 

766 

139 

126 

175 

120 

— 

— 4 

Total  Collections 

2,451 

2,850 

1,879 

1,797 

1,882 

10,370 

2,159 

2,182 

937 

2,351 

861 

1,461 

— 

-- 

Briar  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

827 

1,203 

1,392 

1,193 

735 

715 

1,713 

661 

430 

251 

207 

£607 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

541 

609 

514 

238 

229 

458 

142 

52 

15 

37 

166 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

70 

67 

199 

191 

114 

110 

275 

106 

69 

40 

90 

130 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

897 

1,811 

2,200 

1,898 

1,087 

1,054 

2,446 

909 

551 

306 

334 

903 

-- 

Pulaski  Co.  Summary  (3  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

2,153 

4,499 

5,686 

3,861 

3,473 

10,846 

2,847 

3,417 

2,026 

3,187 

1,222 

1,548 

607 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

£41 

609 

514 

238 

229 

458 

142 

52 

15 

37 

166 

Annual  Benefits 

298 

513 

306 

395 

381 

674 

1,079 

1,041 

245 

195 

215 

210 

130 

— 

Total  Collections 

2,451 

4,812 

4,533 

4,865 

4,368 

11,958 

4,155 

4,916 

2,413 

3,434 

1,452 

1,795 

903 

— 

PUT! AM  COUNTY 

Hennepin  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int.1 

30,416 

30,646 

32,721 

30,683 

34,242 

29,577 

27,887 

10,640 

8,132 

2,444 

1,954 

1,306 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

2,732 

2,329 

2,216 

2,365 

2,545 

— 

Total  Collections 

30,416 

30,646 

32,721 

30,683 

34,242 

29,577 

27,887 

10,640 

10,864 

4,773 

4,170 

3,671 

2,545 

-- 

Putnam  County  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

30,416 

30,646 

32,721 

30,683 

34,242 

29,577 

27,887 

10,640 

8,132 

2,444 

1,954 

1,306 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

__ 

_ 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,732 

2,329 

2,216 

2,365 

2,545 

Total  Collections 

30,416 

30,646 

32,721 

30,683 

34,242 

29,577 

27,887 

10,640 

10,864 

4,773 

4,170 

3,671 

2,545 

— 

RANDOLPH  COUNTY 

Kaskaskia  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

16,331 

-- 

11,331 

15,669 

13,276 

240 

6,215 

8,378 

-- 

6,86e 

1,008 

1,739 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

16,331 

— 

11,331 

15,669 

13,276 

240 

6,215 

8,378 

-- 

6,868 

1,008 

1,739 

— 

"" 

Randolph  Co.  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

16,331 

— 

11,331 

15,669 

13,276 

240 

6,215 

8,378 

— 

6,868 

1,008 

1,739 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

16,331 

— 

11,121 

15,669 

13,276 

240 

6,215 

8,378 

— 

6,868 

1,008 

1,739 

— 

— 

RICHLAND  COUNTY 

Data  not  available 

ROCK  ISLAND  COUNTY 

Blackhawk  Dr.  Dist, 

Construction,  principal 

1,479 

3,232 

3,666 

2,274 

2,732 

0,169 

4,362 

2,773 

1,531 

1,220 

753 

1,870 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

720 

567 

264 

600 

918 

808 

460 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

2,199 

3,799 

3,950 

2,874 

3,650 

3,977 

4,822 

2,773 

1,531 

1,220 

753 

1,870 

-- 

-- 

Drury  Dr.  Dist. 

Const. ; Prin. , Int. and  Ann. Benefits 

30,939 

4,745 

4,715 

13,153 

18,199 

21,488 

7,361 

5,991 

— 

_ 

8,256 

e,780 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

30,939 

4,745 

4,715 

13 , 153 

18,199 

21,488 

7,361 

5,991 

— 

-- 

8,256 

8,780 

— 

— 

Rock  Island  Co.  Summary  (2  Dist.) 

Construction,  Principal 

^2,418 

7,977 

8,361 

15,427 

20,931 

24,657 

11,723 

8,764 

1,531 

1,220 

9,009 

10,650 

_ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

720 

567 

284 

600 

S18 

eoe 

460 

— 

— 

-- 

__ 

_ 

_ 

— 

Total  Collections 

33,138 

8,544 

6,665 

16,027 

21,849 

25,465 

12,183 

8,764 

1,531 

1,220 

9,009 

10,650 

— 

SALINE  COUNTY 

Blackland  Sp.  Dr.  Dist.2 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

6e7 

687 

687 

687 

687 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

687 

687 

687 

687 

687 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Eldorado  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal5 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

11,570 

2,  472 

1,506 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

_  _ 

113 

163 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

— 

-- 

ll,57U 

2,585 

1,669 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Middlefork  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

578 

508 

5?e 

578 

578 

— 

__ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

425 

425 

425 

476 

480 

_ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

1,003 

933 

1,003 

1,054 

1,058 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Saline  Co.  Summary  (3  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

578 

508 

578 

578 

12,148 

3,159 

2,193 

6e7 

687 

687 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

425 

425 

425 

476 

480 

113 

163 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

1,003 

933 

1,003 

1,054 

12,628 

3,272 

2,356 

687 

687 

687 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

SCHUYLER  COUNTY 

Big  Lake  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

8,592 

616 

10,402 

11,712 

7,847 

12,084 

2,949 

1,000 

__ 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

3,653 

8,852 

772 

5,504 

5,422 

3,198 

4,251 

1,875 

120 

•  __ 

Annual  Benefits 

5,321 

6,775 

8,687 

7,967 

6,342 

9,277 

6,469 

4,098 

4,826 

5,378 

6,289 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

8,974 

24,219 

10,075 

23,873 

23,476 

20,322 

22,804 

e,922 

5,946 

5,378 

6,289 

— 

— 

— 

SANGAMON  COUNTY 

Data  not  available 

Includes  annual  benefits  1925-1932. 

No  activity  In  this  district  In  period  1914-1930 


5No  activity  in  tills  district  In  period  1913-1929. 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

SCHUYLER  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Coal  Creek  Dr.  and  Levee  Dlst. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

$9,364 

$11,076 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

$1,146 

$1,146 

$1,146 

11,006 

11,800 

$2,177 

$570 

$1,286 

-- 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

-- 

-- 

16,088 

15,596 

17,707 

3,879 

3,913 

— 

— 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

1,146 

1,146 

1,146 

36,458 

38,472 

19,884 

4,449 

5,199 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Crane  Creek  Dr.  and  Levee  Dlst. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

11,358 

11,358 

10,218 

7,596 

5,933 

3,183 

494 

$513 

— 

$23 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

5,451 

5,451 

4,740 

3,679 

2,193 

1,362 

1,454 

64 

— 

— 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

6,874 

10,950 

4,955 

10,370 

8,219 

3,705 

7,549 

5,085 

2,031 

$1,919 

$7,711 

$6,792 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

12,325 

27,759 

21,053 

24,267 

18,008 

11,000 

12 , 186 

5,643 

2,544 

1,919 

7,734 

6,792 

— 

— 

Kelly  Lake  Dr.  and  Levee  Dlst. 

Annual  Benefits 

952 

3,060 

199 

— 

2,550 

1,337 

605 

2,079 

— 

4,237 

3,055 

__ 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

952 

3,060 

199 

— 

2,550 

1,337 

605 

2,079 

— 

4,237 

3,055 

" 

— 

— 

Schuyler  County  Summary  (4  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

19,950 

11,974 

29,984 

30,384 

13,780 

15,267 

3,443 

1,513 

-- 

23 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

10,250 

15,449 

6,658 

20,189 

19,415 

6,737 

6,275 

3,225 

120 

-- 

__ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

Annual  Benefits 

13,147 

20,785 

13,841 

34,425 

32,707 

32,026 

18,502 

15,1.75 

6,857 

11,534 

17,055 

6,792 

_ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

23,397 

56,184 

32,473 

84,598 

82,506 

52,543 

40,044 

21,843 

8,490 

11,534 

17,078 

6,792 

— 

— 

SCOTT  COUNTY 

Big  Swan  Dr.  and  Levee  Dlst. 

Construction,  Principal 

10,300 

10,300 

10,300 

10,206 

10,345 

10,087 

12,711 

6,277 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

Construction,  Interest 

7,460 

6,341 

6,223 

5,475 

6,561 

5,889 

4,943 

2,965 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

_ 

iinnual  Benefits 

12,078 

12,088 

15,100 

15,097 

24,347 

16,287 

10,114 

— 

— 

— 

9,853 

20,395 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

29,838 

29,229 

31,623 

30,778 

41,253 

32,263 

27,768 

9,242 

— 

9,853 

20,395 

— 

-- 

Coon  Run  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

70 

1,604 

1,604 

1,041 

1,111 

2,097 

1,041 

1,674 

$925 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

7 

406 

902 

513 

480 

913 

324 

499 

166 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

1,303 

1,112 

1,064 

530 

381 

1,029 

404 

311 

241 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

1,380 

3,122 

3,570 

2,084 

1,972 

4,039 

1,769 

2,484 

1,332 

-- 

Ilillview  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist.2 

Construction,  Principal 

22,065 

13,587 

13,587 

13,587 

13,587 

13,587 

20,878 

17,799 

7,695 

170 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

10,355 

9,534 

16,175 

14,877 

13,062 

12,666 

9,894 

2,665 

163 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

18 , 900 

18,918 

21,946 

22,035 

22,050 

19,484 

15,944 

18,051 

12,478 

19,657 

2,415 

17,629 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

40,965 

42,860 

45,067 

51,797 

50,514 

46,133 

49,488 

45,744 

22,838 

19,990 

2,415 

17,629 

— 

— 

Mauvalsterre  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

35,875 

4,105 

4,105 

14,001 

3,763 

4,884 

3,959 

3,860 

3,167 

5,044 

1,666 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

3,930 

2,235 

2,201 

2,017 

1,802 

1,367 

1,156 

984 

728 

520 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

1,680 

597 

2,947 

2,919 

3,236 

1,891 

1,595 

49 

2,113 

3,953 

2,943 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

37,555 

8,632 

9,287 

19,121 

9,016 

8,577 

6,921 

5,064 

6,264 

9,725 

5,129 

-- 

-- 

Scott  County  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

20,443 

20,603 

4,612 

34,367 

9,983 

4,411 

7,849 

5,624 

5,886 

1,193 

710 

1,887 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

7,064 

5,864 

4,151 

5,303 

7,259 

6,820 

4,430 

3,875 

1,117 

343 

157 

201 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

9,845 

11,549 

11,782 

9,490 

9,357 

11,407 

10,858 

7,376 

9,732 

7,175 

13,447 

5,854 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

37,352 

38,016 

20,545 

49,160 

26,599 

22,638 

23,137 

16,875 

16,735 

8,711 

14,314 

7,942 

— 

— 

Scott  County  Summary  (5  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

52,808 

80,365 

32,604 

62,265 

47,986 

33,452 

47,926 

34,700 

18,552 

6,627 

6,795 

5,227 

925 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

14,524 

23,060 

23,838 

29,188 

30,905 

28,194 

24,743 

18,614 

5,417 

2,403 

1,209 

1,220 

166 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

40,823 

44,235 

49,425 

49,569 

59,976 

51,526 

39,871 

27,552 

22,640 

29,974 

30,072 

47,132 

241 

— 

Total  Collections 

108,155 

147,660 

105,067 

141,022 

138,867 

113,172 

112,540 

80,866 

46,609 

39,004 

38,076 

53,579 

1,332 

SHELBY  COUNTY 

Ash  Grove  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Principal 

142 

56 

— 

141 

64 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

199 

151 

— 

Total  Collections 

142 

56 

— 

141 

64 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

199 

151 

— 

Flat  Branch  Mutual  Dr.  Dlst.  #1 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

133 

— 

— 

21 

7 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

133 

— 

— 

21 

7 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Oconee  Dr.  Dlst.  #1 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

194 

81 

210 

42 

— 

— 

— 

— 

126 

9 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

194 

81 

210 

42 

— 

— 

— 

— 

126 

9 

— 

Prairie  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction,  Principal 

192 

57 

— 

268 

230 

749 

— 

— 

214 

35 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

192 

57 

— 

268 

230 

749 

— 

— 

214 

35 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Prairie  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

— 

— 

375 

— 

76 

228 

— 

63 

— 

— 

255 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

375 

— 

76 

228 

— 

63 

— 

— 

255 

— 

Union  #1  Okaw  and  Todd's  Point 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

-- 

815 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

815 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Union  7^2  Shelby  and  Richland 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

64 

42 

19 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

64 

42 

19 

— 

Shelby  County  Summary  (7  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

334 

113 

194 

1,305 

879 

924 

76 

228 

235 

169 

168 

227 

406 

— 

Total  Collections 

334 

113 

194 

1,305 

879 

924 

76 

228 

235 

169 

168 

227 

406 

STARK  COUNTY 

Data  not  available 

ST.  CLAIR  COUNTY 

Data  not  available 

These  districts  extend  Into  Morgan  County. 


This  district  extends  Into  Greene  County 
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Diotrict  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

STEPHENSON  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

TAZEWELL  COUNTY 

East  Peoria  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

$9,086 

$1,223 

$3,674 

$8,906 

$10,556 

$8,931 

Construction, Prln.  and  Int. 

$11,195 

$9,401 

$10,515 

510,107 

$10,304 

19,902 

$10,291 

— 

Total  Collections 

11,195 

9,401 

10,515 

10,107 

10,304 

9,902 

9,006 

1,223 

8,674 

8,905 

10,556 

10,291 

8,931 

— 

Hickory  Grove  Dr.  Dist.1 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

12,359 

5,476 

4,799 

3,018 

5,916 

514 

915 

22 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

12,359 

5,476 

4,799 

3,8-18 

5,916 

514 

915 

22 

— 

Rocky  Ford  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

18,961 

13,961 

27,605 

23,912 

19,105 

31,321 

27,366 

31,972 

19,037 

10,617 

20,074 

14,030 

16,937 

$20,040 

Total  Collections 

18,961 

18,961 

27,605 

23,912 

19,105 

31,321 

27,366 

31,972 

19,837 

10,617 

20,014 

14,030 

16,937 

20,040 

Spring  Lake  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

30,457 

30,457 

32,457 

32,457 

34,457 

18,500 

19,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construct! on, Interest 

15,363 

14,040 

12,213 

14,976 

13,381 

11,314 

10,204 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

46,325 

44,497 

44,670 

47,433 

47,838 

29,314 

29,704 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Tazewell  County  Summary  (4  Dists.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

60,613 

58,819 

70,577 

66,476 

63,866 

72,082 

61,428 

37,994 

32,329 

25,438 

31,144 

25,236 

25,940 

20,040 

Construction,  Interest 

15,868 

14,040 

12,213 

14,976 

13,381 

11,314 

10,204 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

76,481 

72,859 

82,790 

31,452 

77,247 

83,396 

71,632 

37,994 

32,329 

25,430 

31,144 

25,236 

25,940 

20,040 

UNION  COUNTY 

Clear  Creek  Dr.  Dist.2 

Construction, Principal 

23,545 

23,949 

23,312 

26,821 

24,512 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

4,892 

3,680 

3,001 

2,162 

1,620 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

2,450 

2,450 

2,450 

2,450 

2,450 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

30,837 

30,079 

28,763 

31,435 

23,582 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Preston  Levee  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Principal 

— 

— 

18,024 

21,041 

20,051 

12,046 

12,096 

11,274 

10,174 

13,522 

654 

262 

— 

— 

Construction, Interest 

2,347 

2,347 

2,347 

1,230 

-- 

3,970 

3,523 

2,815 

2,176 

1,452 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

3,082 

3,032 

3,032 

3,002 

3,002 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

5,429 

5,429 

25,453 

26,205 

23,135 

16,024 

15,619 

14,089 

12,350 

14 , 974 

654 

262 

— 

-- 

Union  County  Summary  (2  Dists.) 

Construction, Principal 

23,545 

23,949 

41,336 

40,662 

44,563 

12,046 

12,096 

11,274 

10,174 

13,522 

654 

262 

-- 

-- 

Construction, Interest 

7,239 

6,027 

5,348 

3,442 

1,620 

3,978 

3,523 

2,015 

2,176 

1,452 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

5,532 

5,532 

5,532 

5,532 

5,532 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

36,316 

35,508 

52,216 

57,636 

51,715 

16,024 

15,619 

14 , 089 

12,350 

14,974 

G54 

262 

— 

— 

VERMILION  COUNTY 

Alvin  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

9,551 

2,053 

1,859 

4,317 

2,643 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

135 

206 

227 

151 

597 

207 

289 

538 

184 

154 

157 

157 

182 

Total  Collections 

— 

135 

206 

227 

9,702 

2,655 

2,066 

4,606 

2,981 

184 

154 

157 

157 

182 

Bean  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

17,3803 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

17,388 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Bridgeman  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

461 

113 

— 

276 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

461 

113 

— 

276 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Brougher  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

8,379 

7,035 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

1,386 

850 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

9,765 

7,935 

— 

— 

"" 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Butler  Branch  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

249 

173 

69 

91 

15 

20 

— 

153 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

249 

173 

69 

91 

15 

20 

— 

133 

— 

Eight  Mile  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction , Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

3,426 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,426 

— 

Fairview  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction » Prin.  and  Int. 

1,692 

— 

— 

— 

— 

6,707 

2,055 

— 

238 

190 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

1,692 

— 

— 

6,707 

2,855 

— 

238 

190 

— 

— 

— 

Fayette  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

300 

618 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

300 

618 

Teather  Creek  Dr.  Dist.  #2 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

3,530 

5,023 

4,025 

3,555 

1,401 

106 

115 

150 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

3,530 

5,023 

4,025 

3,555 

1,401 

106 

115 

150 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Grant  T\vp.  Dr.  Dist.  #1 

Construction , Prin.  and  Int. 

2,119 

1,941 

2,430 

1,839 

12,224 

5,283 

2,098 

3,083 

2,082 

4,214 

5,942 

2,089 

2,606 

1,293 

Total  Collections 

2,119 

1,941 

2,430 

1,339 

12,224 

5,233 

2,090 

3,083 

2,082 

4,214 

5,942 

2,039 

2,686 

1,293 

Grade  Creek  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction  , Prin.  and  Int. 

5,002 

823 

262 

627 

307 

336 

201 

7 

2 

4 

82 

149 

300 

260 

Total  Collections 

5,002 

823 

262 

627 

307 

336 

201 

7 

2 

4 

82 

149 

380 

263 

Hoopeston  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction , Prin.  and  Int. 

29,158 

4,219 

6,641 

695 

14,000 

9,906 

2,190 

4,246 

2,105 

1,023 

2,602 

1,730 

822 

2,809 

Total  Collections 

29,153 

4,219 

6,641 

695 

14,030 

9,906 

2,190 

4,246 

2,105 

1,823 

2,632 

1,730 

322 

2,809 

Jamaica  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction, Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

1,124 

1,122 

9,543 

2,562 

4,142 

1,817 

3,144 

163 

997 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

1,124 

1,122 

9,543 

2,562 

4,142 

1,817 

3,144 

163 

997 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

■This  district  extends  into  Mason  County, 
:Data  not  available  after  1929. 


3Total  collected  in  1928  to  1932  inclusive,  not  separated  by  years 
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TABLE  II— COLLECTIONS— continued 


District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

VERMILION  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Johnson  Dr.  Dlst. 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

$81,111 

$5,504 

$7,336 

$7,121 

$5,047 

$6,658 

$0,740 

$7,104 

$5,431 

$2,438 

$690 

$956 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

61,111 

5,504 

7,o36 

7,121 

5,047 

6,658 

3,740 

7,104 

5,431 

2,432 

690 

956 

Maple  Grove  Dr.  Dlst. 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

<52,557 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

1,122 

1,468 

1,006 

56 

5 

— 

496 

223 

61 

43 

422 

244 

Total  Collections 

2,557 

— 

1,122 

1,468 

1,006 

56 

5 

— 

496 

223 

61 

43 

422 

244 

Sidell  Dr.  Dlst.  #2 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

~ 

-- 

— 

1,381 

1,418 

361 

Total  Collections 

Sinking  Hole  Dr.  Di3t. 

1,381 

1,418 

361 

Annual  Benefits 

2,655 

$831 

-- 

— 

15 

2,064 

1,193 

466 

402 

417 

168 

124 

223 

21 

Total  Collections 

Stony  Creek  Dr.  Dlst.  Sub  #1 

2,655 

831 

15 

2,064 

1,193 

466 

402 

417 

168 

124 

223 

21 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,475 

1,755 

1,535 

1,860 

133 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

Vermilion  County  Summary  (18  Dists. 

) 

5,475 

1,755 

1,585 

1,860 

133 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

48,907 

18,727 

76,589 

22,233 

49,615 

42,434 

17,928 

40,543 

12,983 

14,465 

14,137 

7,781 

9,722 

6,305 

Construction,  Interest 

1,386 

850 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

~ 

-- 

Annual  Eenefits 

2,655 

1,016 

1,328 

1,695 

1,172 

3,427 

1,691 

824 

1,603 

839 

403 

324 

935 

447 

Total  Collections 

52,948 

20,593 

77,917 

23,928 

50,787 

45,861 

19,619 

41,367 

14,586 

15,304 

14,540 

8,105 

10,657 

6,752 

WABASH  COUNTY 

Allendale  Dr.  Dlst.  #1 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

2,777 

2,059 

1,837 

1,563 

277 

467 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

total  Collections 

Rochester  &  McLeary  Bluff  Dr,  Dlst 

2,777 

2,059 

1,837 

1,563 

277 

467 

Construction,  Principal 

10,131 

10, oq7 

9,223 

16,214 

13,413 

9,876 

6,485 

436 

5,725 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

~ 

Construction,  Interest 

5,883 

5,564 

4,518 

— 

3,648 

2,404 

1,994 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

16,014 

16,451 

13,741 

18,214 

17,061 

12,280 

84,479 

436 

5,725 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Wabash  Dr.  Dlst.  # 1 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,002 

611 

705 

10 

91 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

459 

— 

-- 

506 

218 

328 

197 

290 

76 

114 

31 

136 

29 

-- 

Total  Collections 

459 

— 

— 

506 

1,220 

937 

902 

300 

167 

114 

31 

186 

29 

— 

Wabash  Dr.  Dlst.  # 2 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1,393 

1,076 

1,242 

791 

411 

84 

53 

— 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

401 

600 

541 

— 

388 

297 

— 

153 

202 

39 

542 

135 

— 

Total  Collections 

— 

401 

600 

541 

1,393 

1,464 

1,539 

791 

564 

286 

92 

542 

135 

— 

Wabash  Dr.  Dlst.  #3 

Annual  Benefits 

124 

— 

130 

160 

100 

200 

700 

118 

— 

70 

— 

86 

86 

-- 

Total  Collections 

124 

— 

130 

160 

100 

200 

700 

118 

— 

70 

-- 

86 

86 

— 

Wabash  Dr.  Dist.  #4 

Annual  Benefits 

— 

— 

201 

-- 

-- 

268 

— 

-- 

— 

89 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

201 

— 

268 

— 

-- 

39 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Waoash  Dr.  ^ist.  ,?5 

Construction, Prln .  and  Int. 

— 

— 

1,927 

1,208 

1,  195 

1,195 

1,201 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annuel  Benefits 

-- 

423 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

229 

71 

— 

Total  Collectins 

— 

423 

1,927 

1,208 

1,195 

1,195 

1,201 

-- 

— 

— 

229 

71 

— 

?/abash  Dr.  Dlst.  #6 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

1,269 

1,289 

1,269 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

790 

529 

743 

842 

1,00° 

1,008 

508 

-- 

198 

83 

691 

4 

410 

3 

Total  Collections 

790 

1,798 

2,012 

2,111 

1,003 

1,003 

508 

— 

198 

83 

691 

4 

410 

3 

Wabash  Dr.  Dist.  #7 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,951 

2,793 

2,987 

133 

-- 

— 

-- 

94 

— 

-- 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

1,029 

1,500 

1,029 

— 

-- 

967 

1,356 

-- 

314 

808 

190 

557 

519 

21 

Total  Collections 

1,029 

1,500 

1,029 

2,951 

2,793 

3,954 

1,939 

314 

808 

234 

557 

519 

21 

Wabash  Dr.  Dist.  #8 

Annual  Penefits 

2,044 

— 

510 

510 

1,200 

506 

— 

— 

126 

165 

430 

368 

34 

— 

Total  Collections 

2,044 

— 

510 

510 

1,200 

506 

— 

— 

126 

165 

430 

368 

34 

— 

Wabash  Dr.  Dist.  #9 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,363 

532 

501 

333 

151 

113 

259 

13 

-- 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

284 

— 

-- 

197 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

284 

— 

2,363 

729 

501 

333 

151 

113 

259 

13 

-- 

Wabash  Dr.  Dist.  #10 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

— 

1,488 

1,488 

1,288 

1,453 

1,505 

212 

-- 

-- 

-- 

13 

-- 

— 

-- 

Annual  Benefits 

659 

559 

1,050 

911 

1,054 

586 

513 

179 

136 

176 

445 

716 

376 

121 

Total  Collections 

659 

2,147 

2,538 

2,199 

2,487 

2,091 

725 

179 

136 

176 

458 

716 

376 

121 

Wabash  Dr.  Dist.  #11 

Construction,  Prln.  and  Int. 

1,683 

1,883 

1,653 

1,576 

69 

17 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benefits 

400 

200 

301 

301 

500 

500 

300 

170 

-- 

96 

160 

118 

132 

— 

Total  Collections 

2,063 

1,263 

1,964 

1,877 

569 

517 

300 

170 

-- 

96 

160 

118 

132 

— 

Wabash  Dr.  Dist.  #14 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

— 

309 

__ 

300 

171 

— 

-- 

8 

-- 

13 

133 

135 

8 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

309 

— 

300 

171 

— 

8 

13 

133 

135 

8 

Wabash  Dr.  Dist.  #15 

Annual  Benefits 

_ 

— 

— 

— 

301 

_ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

123 

— 

Total  Collections 

Wabash  County  Summary  (15  Dists.) 

301 

" 

123 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

14,571 

17,365 

17,407 

23,069 

23,938 

18,266 

10,479 

1,570 

6,378 

197 

419 

13 

-- 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

5,883 

5,564 

4,518 

— 

3,648 

2,404 

1,994 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Annual  Benef 1 ts 

5,505 

3,712 

5,157 

3,771 

4,681 

5,117 

4,371 

757 

1,011 

1,803 

1,999 

2,939 

2,050 

153 

Total  Collections 

25,959 

26,642 

27,082 

31,840 

32,267 

25,787 

16 , 344 

2,327 

7,389 

200 

2,418 

2,952 

2,050 

153 

TABLE  II— COLLECTIONS— continued 
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District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

WARREN  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

WASHINGTON  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

WAYNE  COUNTY 

Borah  Dr.  Dist. 

$6,477 

Construction,  Principal 

§5,033 

§6,919 

$5,396 

v6 , 133 

§7,142 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

1,975 

1,457 

1,273 

656 

567 

502 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

8,450 

7,340 

3,192 

6,052 

6,550 

7,644 

Elm  River  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

1,400 

1,533 

1,534 

1,271 

1,203 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

175 

209 

252 

177 

76 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

1,575 

1,742 

1,786 

1,448 

1,279 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

Skillet  Fork  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

-- 

33,541 

-- 

— 

— 

§  8,416 

§4,880 

§2,591 

§1,029 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

20,216 

21,049 

20,371 

16,332 

7,808 

4,107 

2,143 

770 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

53,754 

21,049 

20,371 

16,382 

16,224 

8,995 

4,734 

1,799 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Woods  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

4,670 

3,412 

3,412 

3,412 

3,412 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

1,040 

777 

644 

426 

212 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

-- 

5,718 

4,139 

4,056 

3,338 

3,624 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

Wayne  County  Summary  (4  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

7,377 

12,094 

45,406 

10,079 

10,793 

10,554 

8,416 

4,838 

2,591 

1,029 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

2,140 

2,706 

22,515 

22,526 

21,240 

17,596 

7,803 

4,107 

2,143 

770 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

10,025 

14,800 

67,921 

32,605 

32,038 

28,150 

16,224 

8,995 

4,734 

1,799 

— 

— 

— 

WHITE  COUNTY 

Fox  River  Dr.  Dist. 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

203 

216 

203 

216 

216 

128 

200 

— 

208 

$109 

§102 

§154 

— 

Total  Collections 

203 

216 

203 

216 

216 

128 

200 

203 

189 

182 

154 

— 

Granny  Tweedle  Dr.  Diet. 

Construction,  Principal 

6,775 

7,070 

7,770 

6,910 

7,000 

6,900 

2,360 

2,240 

2,060 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Construction,  Interest 

6,775 

7,070 

7,770 

6,910 

7,030 

6,900 

2,360 

2,240 

2, 0G0 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Randolph  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,523 

2,523 

2,645 

2,620 

2,611 

-- 

-- 

— 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,lo2 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

-- 

2,525 

2,523 

2,645 

2,620 

4 , 743 

"" 

— 

— 

-- 

Salem  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

2,056 

1,946 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

351 

342 

335 

403 

431 

-- 

— 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

104 

82 

59 

57 

35 

— 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

2,056 

1,946 

-- 

-- 

455 

424 

394 

465 

466 

-- 

— 

— 

White  County  Summary  (4  Dists.) 

Construction,  Principal 

0,851 

9,016 

7,770 

6,910 

7,000 

9,423 

5,234 

5,227 

5,015 

3,019 

431 

-- 

__ 

__ 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

104 

82 

59 

2,189 

35 

__ 

_ 

_ 

Annual  Benefits 

-- 

203 

216 

203 

216 

216 

128 

200 

— 

203 

139 

182 

154 

— 

Total  Collections 

8,831 

9,224 

7,986 

7,118 

7 , 296 

9,639 

5,466 

5,509 

5,074 

5,416 

655 

132 

154 

— 

WHITESIDE  COUNTY 

Cattail  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

5,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

3,435 

1,906 

608 

56 

30 

— 

100 

§4,423 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

— 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

11 

_ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

5,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

3,435 

1,972 

619 

56 

35 

— 

108 

4,423 

Enterprise  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

-- 

3,237 

— 

4,326 

4,260 

4,379 

3,572 

3,801 

— 

237 

691 

121 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

40 

796 

1,321 

1,024 

317 

437 

347 

— 

11 

66 

— 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

3,277 

796 

5,647 

5,292 

5,196 

4,009 

4,148 

-- 

293 

757 

Hahnaraan  Dr.  Dist.  //I 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

2,646 

1,271 

1,305 

702 

461 

— 

-- 

2,823 

1,972 

1,504 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,646 

1,271 

1,305 

702 

461 

— 

2,325 

1,972 

1,534 

Hahn aj nan  Dr.  Dist.  //2 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

-- 

-- 

625 

662 

626 

614 

599 

505 

415 

709 

7 

3,524 

665 

363 

Total  Collections 

Hahnaman  and  Montmorency  Dr.  Dist,  j 

2 

625 

662 

626 

614 

599 

505 

415 

709 

7 

3,524 

665 

368 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

3,180 

6,007 

4,152 

1,763 

85 

140 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

5,100 

6,037 

4,152 

1,763 

85 

140 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

Ileredosia  Levee  Dr.  Dist.1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

6,513 

4,923 

7,971 

6,712 

5,382 

5,860 

9,026 

7,600 

8,025 

5,697 

2,415 

5,503 

— 

— 

Total  Collections 

6,513 

4,923 

7,971 

6,712 

5,382 

5,860 

9,026 

7,600 

8,825 

5,697 

2,415 

3,508 

-- 

— 

Sharon  Dr.  and  Levee  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

707 

751 

266 

722 

289 

655 

373 

-- 

— 

Total  Collections 

Union  Sp.  Tampico,  Prophetstown  and 

Hume  Dr. 

Dist. 

707 

751 

266 

722 

28* 

655 

373 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

13,614 

10,691 

10,533 

2,916 

1,402 

— 

_ 

_ 

4,634 

__ 

_ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

12,614 

10,691 

10,533 

2,916 

1,402 

-- 

-- 

~ 

4,634 

— 

Whiteside  County  Summary  (8  Dists.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

11,518 

4,923 

11,033 

20,980 

26,051 

29,340 

26,563 

17,721 

14,917 

6,891 

3,394 

15,553 

2,866 

6,375 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

40 

796 

1,321 

1,024 

817 

503 

350 

— 

16 

60 

-- 

-- 

Total  Collections 

11,518 

4,923 

11,873 

21,704 

20,172 

30,364 

27,380 

18,224 

15,275 

6,891 

3,410 

15,619 

2,866 

6,375 

‘This  district  extends  into  Rock  Island  County, 
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TABLE  II — COLLECTIONS — concluded 


District  and  Item 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

WILL  COUNTY 

Black  Walnut  Creek  Dr.  Diet.1 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

-- 

{,48,324 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

— 

40,334 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

Will  County  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

48,334 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

— 

48,334 

— 

"" 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

WILLIAMSON  COUNTY 

County  has  no  drainage 

WINNEBAGO  COUNTY 

Rockford  k  Winnebago  Sp.  Dr.  Dist. 

$245 

$123 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

-- 

— 

697 

— 

— 

-- 

$123 

$208 

— 

— 

3909 

Total  Collections 

— 

-- 

697 

245 

123 

— 

— 

123 

208 

-- 

909 

Winnebago  Co.  Summary  (1  Dist.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

— 

697 

245 

123 

— 

— 

— 

123 

208 

— 

-- 

909 

Total  Collections 

-- 

"" 

““ 

697 

245 

123 

— 

— 

123 

208 

— 

— 

909 

WOODFORD  COUNTY 

Clayton  &  Bennington  Dr.  Dist. 

$1,124 

$520 

$1,255 

$1,166 

$1,155 

Construction,  Principal 

— 

— 

-- 

32,745 

e87 

1,435 

458 

565 

— 

Construction,  Interest 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

557 

480 

362 

194 

331 

120 

140 

235 

211 

-  - 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

-- 

32,745 

1,444 

1,915 

1,486 

714 

1,58.6 

578 

705 

1,401 

1,366 

— 

Mud  Creek  Dr.  Diet. 

Construction,  principal 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

19,e53 

1,537 

1,166 

3,141 

3,052 

2,256 

837 

1,550 

1,288 

Construction,  Interest 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

100 

576 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

150 

74 

44 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

19,953 

2,113 

1,166 

3,141 

3,052 

2,256 

987 

1,624 

1,332 

Prairie  Lake  Dr.  Dist. 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

7,7U4 

3,403 

2,859 

2,854 

1,980 

2,498 

1,812 

3,508 

1,292 

1,958 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

7, 7U4 

3,403 

2,859 

2,854 

1,960 

2,498 

1,812 

3,508 

1,292 

1,958 

Woodford  Co.  Summary  (3  Dists.) 

Construction,  Prin.  and  Int. 

— 

— 

-- 

32,745 

8,591 

24,691 

5,520 

4,540 

6,376 

6,0C8 

4,633 

5,511 

3,997 

3,246 

Construction,  Interest 

__ 

— 

— 

— 

557 

580 

930 

194 

331 

120 

140 

385 

285 

44 

Total  Collections 

-- 

-- 

-- 

32,745 

9,140 

25,271 

6,458 

4,734 

6,707 

6,128 

4,773 

5,896 

4,282 

3,290 

This  district  extends  into  Kankakee  Co.;  data  are  incomplete 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Years 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

ADAMS  COUNTY 

Fall  Creek  District 

1927 

— 

__ 

$8,800 

mmmm 

_  _ 

.... 

1928 

$8,800 

$8,800 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

mm- 

— 

1929 

8,800 

7,040 

$1,760 

— 

— 

$1,760 

— 

vl,760 

$536 

1930 

7,040 

5,280 

1,760 

-- 

-- 

1,760 

-- 

1,760 

429 

1931 

5,280 

3,520 

1,760 

-- 

-- 

1,760 

— 

1,760 

328 

1932 

3,520 

1,760 

1,760 

— 

— 

1801 

ISO1 

221 

Indian  Grave  District 

1880 

__ 

_ 

75,000 

75.0002 

75,000 

3,580 

1881 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

30,000 

30,0002 

30,000 

.. 

1917 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

289,200 

-- 

-- 

-- 

14,460 

1918 

289,200 

289,200 

-- 

-- 

114,000 

-- 

.. 

.. 

17,352 

1919 

403,200 

403,200 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

22,785 

1920 

403,200 

379,100 

24,100 

-- 

— 

24 , 100 

-- 

24,100 

24,372 

1921 

379,100 

343,600 

35,500 

-- 

35,500 

— 

35,500 

.. 

1922 

343,600 

308,100 

35,500 

-- 

— 

35,500 

— 

35,500 

23,886 

1923 

308,100 

272,600 

35,500 

-- 

-- 

35,500 

— 

35,500 

20,163 

1924 

272,600 

237,100 

35,500 

— 

-- 

35,500 

-- 

35,500 

19,659 

1925 

237,100 

201,600 

35,500 

— 

— 

35,500 

-- 

35,500 

17,526 

1926 

201,600 

166,100 

35,500 

-- 

-- 

35,500 

-- 

35,500 

15,393 

1927 

166,100 

130,600 

35,500 

-- 

-- 

35,500 

— 

35,500 

13,266 

1928 

130,600 

95,100 

35,500 

-- 

— 

35,500 

-- 

35,500 

11,106 

1929 

95,100 

59,600 

35,500 

-- 

— 

35,500 

— 

35,500 

.. 

1930 

59,600 

24 , 100 

35,500 

-- 

169,000 

35,500 

-- 

35,500 

1,788 

1931 

193,100 

169,000 

24,100 

-- 

— 

24,100 

.. 

24,100 

1,440 

1934 

169, 0006 

169, 0006 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

__ 

1935 

169,000 

155,000 

14,000 

— 

— 

.. 

2,500 

1936 

169,000 

141,000 

14,000 

|14,000 

— 

.. 

1937 

169,000 

127,000 

14,000 

28,000 

148,500’ 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

Lima  Lake  District 

1889 

__ 

-- 

__ 

59,000 

— 

1890 

59,000 

59,000 

— 

— 

-- 

_ 

mm  mm 

4,620 

1891 

59,000 

59,000 

— 

« 

-- 

__ 

6,000 

1892 

59,000 

59,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

__ 

3,540 

1893 

59,000 

59,000 

— 

-- 

45,000 

— 

-- 

3,540 

1894 

104,000 

104,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

__ 

6,240 

1895 

104,000 

104,000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

6,240 

1896 

104,000 

104,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

_ 

.. 

4,614 

1897 

104,000 

104,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

.. 

5,471 

1898 

104,000 

104,000 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

__ 

.. 

3,380 

1899 

104,000 

104,000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

_ 

3,684 

1900 

104,000 

104,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

_ 

.. 

... 

3,721 

1901 

104,000 

104.000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

.. 

5,486 

1902 

104,000 

99,500 

4,500 

— 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

443 

1903 

99,500 

95,000 

4,500 

-- 

— 

4,500 

.. 

4,500 

11,415 

1904 

95,000 

90,500 

4,500 

— 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

4,171 

1905 

90,500 

86,000 

4,500 

-- 

-- 

4,500 

.. 

4,500 

3,828 

1906 

86,000 

81,500 

4,500 

-- 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

3,583 

1907 

81,500 

71,000 

10,500 

-- 

-- 

10,500 

10,500 

3,258 

1908 

71,000 

60,500 

10,500 

-- 

— 

10,500 

.. 

10,500 

2,922 

1909 

60,500 

50,000 

10,500 

— 

— 

10,500 

-- 

10,500 

1,383 

1910 

50,000 

39,500 

10,500 

— 

— 

10,500 

-- 

10,500 

1,517 

1911 

39,500 

29,000 

10,500 

-- 

— 

10,500 

-- 

10,500 

1,169 

1912 

29,000 

23,000 

6,000 

— 

-- 

6,000 

— 

6,000 

4,066 

1913 

23,000 

17,000 

6,000 

— 

-- 

6,000 

.. 

6,000 

.. 

1914 

17,000 

11,000 

6,000 

-- 

-- 

6,000 

.. 

6,000 

960 

1915 

11,000 

5,000 

6,000 

— 

— 

6,000 

.. 

6,000 

720 

1916 

5,000 

5,000 

— 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

300 

1918 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

30,000 

-- 

.. 

1919 

30,000 

20,000 

10,000 

-- 

22 ,0003 

_ 

22,000 

407 

1920 

8,000 

4,000 

4,000 

— 

-- 

4,000 

mm  mm 

4,000 

480 

1921 

4,000 

-- 

4,000 

— 

— 

4,000 

.. 

4,000 

240 

1927 

“  - 

-- 

-- 

-- 

427,000 

_ 

_  «. 

1928 

427,000 

427,000 

— 

— 

_  _ 

35,228 

1929 

427,000 

427,000 

— 

-- 

75,000 

mmm. 

23 ) 585 

1930 

502,000 

502,000 

-- 

mm  mm 

__ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

24,335 

1931 

502,000 

469,000 

33,000 

-- 

.. 

__ 

16)242 

1932 

502,000 

436,000 

33,000 

33,000 

-- 

.. 

.. 

8)718 

1933 

502,000 

403,000 

33,000 

66,000 

-- 

.. 

_ 

_ 

1934 

502,000 

370,000 

33,000 

99,000 

mmmm 

•  • 

__ 

_ 

2,143 

1935 

502,000 

337,000 

33,000 

132,000 

— 

... 

_ 

1936 

502,000 

304,000 

33,000 

165,000 

_ 

_ 

_  . 

_  _ 

1937 

502,000 

271,000 

33,000 

198,000 

— 

__ 

_ 

__ 

.  . 

1938 

502,000 

238,000 

33,000 

231,000 

218,000* 

— 

$2,655 

2,655 

5,215 

1939 

218,000 

213,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

South  Quincy  District 

1914 

_  _ 

_  _ 

209,000 

—  — 

__ 

__ 

1915 

209,000 

209,000 

— 

— 

_ 

_ 

«... 

.. 

5,512 

1916 

209,000 

209,000 

-- 

— 

_  _ 

.. 

11,055 

1917 

209,000 

209,000 

— 

-- 

.. 

.  _ 

__ 

12,571 

1918 

209,000 

209,000 

— 

20,250 

— 

— 

— 

12,271 

^No  records  available  of  any  payments  after  April  30,  1932. 

2  Paid  before  maturity. 

3  Includes  $12,000  paid  before  maturity. 

4 Refunding  bond  issue  for  $218,000.00  refunded  $499,344.59 
bonds  as  follows:  Delinquent,  $231,000.00;  Maturing  during 


year,  $30,344.59;  Unmatured,  $238,0o0.00;  Total,  $499,344.59; 
Refunding  issue,  $218,000.00;  Discount  accepted,  $281,344.59. 
’The  RPC  refunded  $169,000  for  $148,500.  Discount  $20,500. 
°1932  to  1934  no  change  in  amount  outstanding  or  maturing  in 
subsequent  years. 


174 


TABLE  III— BONDS  ISSUED.  PAID,  AND  OUTSTANDING— continued 


Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Prlnolpal 

District 

Year- 

Total 

Maturing  In 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 
during 
Ye  so* 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

ADAMS  COUNTY  -  Continued 

South  Quincy  Dlstriot  - 

1919 

$229,250 

$215,250 

$14,000 

-• 

.... 

$14,000 

... 

$14,000 

$11,916 

Continued 

1920 

215,250 

200,900 

14,350 

— 

— 

14,350 

-- 

14,350 

10,882 

1921 

200,900 

186,550 

14,350 

— 

-- 

14,350 

— 

14,350 

6,260 

1922 

186,550 

172,200 

14,350 

-- 

— 

14,350 

-- 

14,350 

10,399 

1923 

172,200 

157,850 

14,350 

-- 

-- 

14,350 

-- 

14,350 

9,832 

1924 

157,850 

143,500 

14,350 

-  - 

-- 

14,350 

-- 

14,350 

8,681 

1925 

143,500 

129,150 

14,350 

-- 

-- 

14,350 

-- 

14,350 

8,610* 

1926 

129,150 

114,800 

14,350 

— 

— 

14,350 

14,350 

7,749* 

1927 

114,800 

100,450 

14,350 

— 

$43,500 

14,350 

— 

14,350 

6,888* 

1926 

143,950 

125,250 

18,700 

-- 

22,500 

18,700 

18,700 

6,027* 

1929 

147,750 

124,450 

23,200 

— 

— 

23,200 

— 

23,200 

7,515* 

1930 

124,550 

101,350 

23,200 

-- 

— 

23,200 

— 

23,200 

7,473* 

1931 

101,350 

78,150 

23,200 

— 

... 

23,200 

— 

23,200 

6,081* 

1932 

78,150 

54,950 

23,200 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1933 

78,150 

31,750 

23,200 

$23,200 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

1934 

78,150 

13,050 

18,700 

46,400 

-  - 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1935 

78,150 

8,700 

4,350 

65,100 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1936 

78,150 

4,350 

4,350 

69,450 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1937 

78,150 

4,350 

73,800 

““ 

““ 

““ 

““ 

AISXANDER  COUNTY' 

Cairo  District 

1913 

— 

.. 

.... 

.. 

262,600 

1914 

262 , 600 

250,300 

12,300 

-- 

— 

12,300 

-- 

12,300 

15,756 

1916 

250,300 

237,600 

12,700 

-- 

— 

12,700 

-- 

12,700 

15,018 

1916 

237,600 

224,400 

13,200 

-- 

-- 

13,200 

-- 

13,200 

14,256 

1917 

224,400 

211,200 

13,200 

-- 

-- 

13,200 

-- 

13 , 200 

13,464 

1918 

211,200 

198,000 

13,200 

-- 

-- 

13,200 

— 

13,200 

12,672 

1919 

198,000 

184,800 

13,200 

-- 

-- 

13,200 

— 

13,200 

11,880 

1920 

184,800 

171,600 

13,200 

— 

-- 

13,200 

-- 

13,200 

11,088 

1921 

171,600 

168,400 

13,200 

— 

-- 

13,200 

-- 

13,200 

10,296 

1922 

158,400 

145,200 

13,200 

-  - 

— 

13,200 

-- 

13,200 

9,504 

1923 

145,200 

132,000 

13,200 

-- 

13,950 

13,200 

— 

13,200 

8,712 

1924 

145,950 

132,750 

13,200 

— 

— 

13,200 

— 

13,200 

7,920 

1926 

132,750 

119,650 

13,200 

— 

-- 

13,200 

-- 

13,200 

7,128 

1926 

119,550 

106,350 

13,200 

-- 

-- 

13,200 

— 

13,200 

6,336 

1927 

106,350 

93,150 

13,200 

— 

-- 

13,200 

-- 

13,200 

5,544 

1926 

93,150 

79,020 

14,130 

-- 

— o 

14,130 

— 

14,130 

7,095 

1929 

79,020 

59,140 

19,880 

-- 

28,750 

19,880 

— 

19,880 

5,879 

1930 

87,890 

68,010 

19,880 

-- 

-- 

19,880 

-- 

19,880 

3,773 

1931 

68,010 

48,130 

19,880 

— 

— 

6,680 

6,680 

3,969 

1932 

61,330 

28,250 

19,880 

13,200 

36,000 

3,000 

$13,200 

16,200 

2,766 

1933 

81,130 

44,370 

19,880 

16,880 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1934 

61 , 130 

39,840 

4,530 

36,760 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

1935 

81,130 

35,310 

4,530 

41,290 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1936 

81,130 

30,780 

4,530 

45,820 

— 

— 

3,600 

3,600 

1,464 

1937 

77,630 

26,250 

4,530 

46,750 

— 

— 

17,730 

17,730 

1,582 

1938 

59,800 

21,720 

4,530 

33,550 

-- 

-- 

3,630 

3,630 

419 

1939 

56,170 

17,190 

4,530 

34,450 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

East  Cape  Girardeau  and 

1910 

__ 

_ 

— 

71,345 

«... 

.... 

2,140 

Clear  Creek  District 

1911 

71,345 

69,345 

2,000 

-  - 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

4,281 

1912 

69,345 

67,345 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

4,161 

1913 

67,345 

65,345 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

4,041 

1914 

65,345 

62,345 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

3,861 

1915 

62,345 

59,345 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

3,681 

1916 

59,345 

56,845 

2,500 

-- 

15,000 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

3,951 

1917 

71,846 

66,345 

5,500 

-- 

18,000 

5,500 

-- 

5,500 

4,312 

19ie 

84,345 

78,445 

5,900 

-- 

— 

5,900 

-- 

5,900 

5,001 

1919 

78,445 

72,545 

5,900 

-  - 

27,000 

5,900 

— 

5,900 

4,984 

1920 

99,545 

92,645 

6,900 

-- 

— 

6,900 

-- 

6,900 

5,913 

1921 

92,645 

85,745 

6,900 

— 

-- 

6,900 

-- 

6,900 

5,495 

1922 

85,745 

78,845 

6,900 

— 

— 

6,900 

-- 

6,900 

5,085 

1923 

78,845 

70,945 

7,900 

-- 

-- 

7,900 

-- 

7,900 

4,671 

1924 

70,945 

62 , 545 

8,400 

-- 

— 

8,400 

— 

8,400 

4,197 

1925 

62,545 

53,645 

8,900 

— 

-- 

8,900 

— 

8,900 

3,693 

1926 

53 , 646 

44,745 

8,900 

— 

-- 

8,900 

-- 

8,900 

3,159 

1927 

44,745 

37,845 

6,900 

— 

— 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

2,626 

1928 

37,845 

28,545 

9,300 

-- 

-- 

9,300 

-- 

9,300 

2,211 

1929 

28,545 

19,745 

8,800 

-- 

— 

8,800 

— 

8,800 

1,653 

1930 

19,745 

9,600 

10,145 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1,125 

1931 

19,745 

1,800 

7,800 

10,145 

-- 

5,800 

10,145 

15,945 

728 

1932 

3,800 

-- 

1,800 

2,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

228 

1933 

3,800 

— 

3,800 

— 

3,800 

3,800 

15 

North  Alexander  District 

1919 

_ 

_  - 

-- 

61,700 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1920 

61,700 

61,700 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

3,702 

1921 

61,700 

54,800 

6,900 

— 

— 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

3,702 

1922 

54,800 

47,900 

6,900 

— 

-- 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

3,288 

1923 

47,900 

41,000 

6,900 

-- 

-- 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

2,874 

1924 

41,000 

34,100 

6,900 

_ 

6,900 

““ 

6,900 

2,460 

Estimated  Interest 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Ye  ar 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

ALEXANDER  COUNTY  -  Continued 

North  Alexander  District  - 

1926 

$34,100 

$27,200 

$6,900 

— 

— 

$6,900 

$6,900 

$2,046 

Continued 

1926 

27,200 

20,300 

6,900 

-- 

-- 

6,900 

-- 

6,900 

1,632 

1927 

20,300 

13,400 

6,900 

-- 

-- 

6,900 

-- 

6,900 

1,218 

1928 

13,400 

6,500 

6,900 

-- 

-- 

5,900 

— 

5,900 

804 

1929 

7,500 

-- 

6,500 

$1,000 

— 

5,000 

$500 

5,500 

390 

1930 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

2,000 

— 

Olive  Branch  District 

1922 

•  • 

.. 

__ 

$46,400 

••• 

1923 

46,400 

45,600 

900 

-- 

-- 

900 

— 

900 

2,784x 

1924 

45,500 

44,600 

900 

-- 

— 

900 

— 

900 

2 , 7301 

1925 

44 , 600 

43,700 

900 

-- 

— 

900 

— 

900 

2.6761 

1926 

43,700 

42,700 

1,000 

-- 

6,000 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

2.6221 

1927 

48,700 

46,800 

1,900 

— 

-- 

1,900 

— 

1,900 

2.9221 

1928 

46,800 

43,900 

2,900 

-- 

-- 

2,900 

-- 

2,900 

2.8081 

1929 

43,900 

41,100 

2,800 

— 

-- 

2,800 

-- 

2,800 

2.6341 

1930 

41,100 

38,200 

2,900 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1931 

41,100 

35,400 

2,800 

2,900 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1932 

41,100 

32 , 500 

2,900 

5,700 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1933 

41,100 

29,700 

2,800 

8,600 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1934 

41,100 

26,900 

2,800 

11,400 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1935 

41,100 

24,200 

2,700 

14,200 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1936 

41,100 

21,400 

2,800 

16,900 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— . 

1937 

41,100 

18,600 

2,800 

19,700 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1938 

41,100 

14,900 

3,700 

22,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Richland  District 

1911 

__ 

... 

22,500 

... 

1912 

22 , 500 

22,500 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

733 

1913 

22 , 500 

22,000 

500 

-- 

— 

500 

-- 

500 

1,354 

1914 

22,000 

21,000 

1,000 

— 

-- 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

1,322 

1915 

21,000 

19,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

1,262 

1916 

19,000 

17,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

1,151 

1917 

17,000 

15,500 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

1,026 

1918 

15,500 

13,500 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

936 

1919 

13,500 

12,000 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

815 

1920 

12,000 

10,500 

1,500 

— 

-- 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

725 

1921 

10,500 

9,000 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

634 

1922 

9,000 

7,500 

1,500 

— 

-- 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

544 

1923 

7,500 

6,000 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,600 

454 

1924 

6,000 

4,500 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

363 

1925 

4,500 

3,000 

1,500 

-- 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

273 

1926 

3,000 

1,500 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

228 

1927 

1,500 

““ 

1,500 

""  “ 

*“  “ 

1,500 

““ 

1,500 

47 

BUREAU  COUNTY 

Oreen  River  District 

1929 

__ 

__ 

84,600 

(Also  in  Whiteside  County) 

1930 

84,600 

84,600 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,538 

1931 

84,600 

75,200 

9,400 

— 

-- 

2,500 

-- 

2,500 

2,538 

1932 

82,100 

65,800 

9,400 

6,900 

— 

— 

6,900 

6,900 

5,076 

1933 

75,200 

56,400 

9,400 

9,400 

-- 

5,400 

-- 

5,400 

4,512 

1934 

69,800 

47,000 

9,400 

13,400 

-- 

9,400 

13,400 

22,800 

3,948 

1935 

47,000 

37,600 

9,400 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

3,384 

1936 

47,000 

28,200 

9,400 

9,400 

— 

8,900 

9,400 

18,300 

2,820 

1937 

28,700 

18,800 

9,400 

500 

-- 

9,400 

500 

9,900 

2,256 

1938 

18,800 

18,000 

““ 

““ 

““ 

1,738 

CARROLL  COUNTY 

Carroll  County  District 

1923 

_  - 

-- 

_ 

_ 

150,000 

... 

3,101 

1924 

150,000 

150,000 

-- 

-- 

8,000 

— 

-- 

— 

8,492 

1925 

158,000 

158,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

8,713 

1926 

158,000 

158,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

8,713 

1927 

158,000 

158,000 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

8,713 

1928 

158,000 

152,000 

6,000 

-- 

— 

6,000 

-- 

6,000 

8,713 

1929 

152,000 

145,000 

7,000 

— 

— 

7,000 

« 

7,000 

8,382 

1930 

145,000 

138,000 

7,000 

-- 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

7,968 

1931 

144,000 

130,000 

8,000 

6,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1932 

144,000 

121,000 

9,000 

14,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

290 

1933 

144,000 

111,000 

10,000 

23,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1934 

144,000 

101,000 

10,000 

33,000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1935 

144,000 

90,000 

11,000 

43,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

3,000 

1,624 

1936 

141,000 

79,000 

11,000 

51,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Savanna  and  York  District2 

1918 

__ 

_ 

.... 

32,500 

1919 

32,500 

32,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,875 

1920 

32 , 500 

32,500 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1,875 

1921 

32 , 500 

32,500 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,875 

1922 

32,500 

30,000 

2,500 

-- 

— 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

1,875 

1923 

30,000 

27,500 

2,500 

-  ~ 

-- 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

1,725 

1924 

27,500 

25,000 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

1,575 

Estimated  Interest. 


2No  data  available  after  1936 
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Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

District 

Year 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

CARROLL  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Savanna  and  York  District 

1925 

$25,000 

$22 | 500 

$2 | 500 

— 

— 

$2,500 

-- 

$2,500 

$1,425 

-  Continued 

1926 

22 , 500 

20,000 

2,500 

-- 

— 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

1,275 

1927 

20,000 

17,500 

2,500 

— 

$25,300 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

1,125 

1928 

42,800 

40,300 

2,500 

-- 

24,000 

2,500 

-- 

2,500 

2,240 

1929 

64,300 

61,800 

2,500 

— 

-- 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

3,003 

1930 

61,800 

59,300 

2,500 

— 

— 

2,500 

-- 

2,500 

3,513 

1931 

59,300 

56,800 

2,500 

— 

““ 

2,500 

-- 

2,500 

3,663 

1932 

56,800 

54,300 

2,500 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,794 

1933 

56,800 

51,800 

2,500 

$2,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,419 

1934 

56,800 

49,300 

2,500 

5,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

2,328 

1935 

56,800 

44,800 

4,500 

7,500 

3,657 

$3,000 

6,657 

7,496 

1936 

50,143 

40,300 

4,500 

5,343 

“ “ 

748 

843 

1,590 

2,786 

CASS  COUNTY 

Clear  Creek  Special 
District4 

1924 

52,500 

49,250 

3,250 

52,500 

3,250 

3,250 

975 

1925 

49,250 

46,000 

3,250 

-- 

-- 

3,250 

.. 

3,250 

2,455 

1926 

46,000 

42,750 

3,250 

-- 

-- 

3,250 

.. 

3,250 

2,760 

1927 

42,750 

39,500 

3,250 

-- 

-- 

3,250 

3,250 

2,565 

1928 

39,500 

36,250 

3,250 

-- 

-- 

2,250 

-- 

2,250 

2,310 

1929 

37,250 

33,000 

3,250 

1,000 

2,395 

365 

2,761 

2,199 

1930 

34,489 

29,750 

3,250 

1,489 

-- 

2,339 

707 

3,046 

1,543 

1931 

31,443 

26,500 

3,250 

1,693 

— 

-- 

.. 

.. 

1,872 

1932 

31,443 

23,250 

3,250 

4,943 

2,468 

2,468 

371 

1933 

28,975 

20,000 

3,250 

5,725 

-- 

— 

.. 

.. 

37 

1934 

28,975 

16,000 

4,000 

8,975 

-- 

-- 

— 

.. 

111 

1935 

28,975 

12,000 

4,000 

12,975 

— 

-- 

— 

.. 

1936 

28,975 

8 , 0001 

4 , 000 1 

16, 9751 

19,563 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Lost  Creek  District2*6 

1921 

__ 

__ 

_ 

_ 

81,000 

_  _ 

.. 

_  „ 

1922 

81,000 

72,000 

9,000 

-- 

-- 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

5,280 

1923 

72,000 

63,000 

9,000 

-- 

9,5003 

9,500 

6,180 

1924 

62,500 

54,000 

8,500 

-- 

-- 

8,500 

— 

8,500 

840 

1925 

54,000 

45,000 

9,000 

-- 

-- 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

4,320 

1926 

45,000 

36,000 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

1,425 

1927 

36,000 

27,000 

9,000 

-- 

-- 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

1,110 

1928 

27,000 

18,000 

9,000 

-- 

-- 

7,082 

— 

7,082 

1,170 

1929 

19,918 

9,000 

9,000 

1,918 

-- 

6,868 

1,343 

8,201 

-- 

1930 

11,717 

-- 

9,000 

2,717 

— 

6,937 

1,327 

8,264 

.. 

1931 

3,453 

-- 

— 

3,453 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

.. 

1932 

3,453 

-- 

— 

3,453 

— 

.. 

14 

14 

.. 

1933 

3,439 

-- 

— 

3,439 

— 

— 

-- 

450 

1934 

3,439 

-- 

— 

3,439 

— 

.. 

87 

87 

.. 

1935 

3,352 

— 

— 

3,352 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

IJeredosia  Lake  District 

1924 

__ 

_ 

_ 

.. 

12,175 

.. 

.. 

.. 

(Also  in  Morgan  County) 

1925 

12,175 

9,740 

2,435 

— 

2,435 

— 

2,435 

548 

1926 

9,740 

7,305 

2,435 

-- 

— 

2,435 

— 

2,435 

584 

1927 

7,305 

4,870 

2,435 

— 

— 

2,435 

— 

2,435 

438' 

1928 

4,870 

2,435 

2,435 

— 

33,000 

2,435 

— 

2,435 

292 

1929 

35,435 

33,000 

2,435 

— 

2,435 

-- 

2,435 

146 

1930 

33,000 

33,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

1931 

33,000 

29,000 

4,000 

-- 

-- 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

2,205 

1932 

29,500 

25,500 

3,500 

500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,110 

1933 

29,500 

21 , 500 

4,000 

4,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,020 

1934 

29,500 

17,500 

4,000 

8,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,650 

1935 

29,500 

13,500 

4,000 

12,000 

— 

.. 

-- 

30 

1936 

29,500 

10,000 

3,500 

16,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1937 

29,500 

29,5005 

7,000 

3,000 

19,500 

.. 

.. 

.. 

1938 

3 , 500 ’ 

3,500 5 

22, 500 5 

24,8955 

-- 

— 

— 

1939 

24,895 

24,895 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Mud  Creek  District 

1922 

.. 

... 

.. 

_ 

9,295 

_ 

.. 

.. 

.. 

1923 

9,295 

8,133 

1,162 

— 

— 

1,126 

-- 

1,162 

558 

1924 

8,133 

6,971 

1,162 

— 

-- 

1,162 

-- 

1,162 

488 

1925 

6,971 

5,810 

1,162 

-- 

1,162 

— 

1,162 

418 

1926 

5,810 

4,648 

1,162 

-- 

— 

1,162 

— 

1,162 

349 

1927 

4,648 

3,486 

1,162 

— 

— 

1,162 

.. 

1,162 

279 

1928 

3,486 

2,324 

1,162 

— 

-- 

1,162 

— 

1,162 

209 

1929 

2,324 

1,162 

1,162 

— 

-- 

1,162 

— 

1,162 

139 

1930 

1,162 

— 

1,162 

— 

— 

1,162 

— 

1,162 

70 

South  Beardstown  District 

1915 

_ 

_ 

.. 

.. 

344,300 

.. 

.. 

.. 

5,164 

1916 

344,300 

344,300 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

20,658 

1917 

344,300 

344,300 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

20,658 

^Refunded  by  RFC  for  $19,562.52;  Discount,  $9,412.09;  Total, 
$28,974.61.  No  data  available  for  operations  since  refunding. 
*Bond  and  Interest  payments  from  treasurer's  record  of  receipts 
and  disbursements. 

3 Includes  $500  paid  before  maturity. 


4No  records  available  after  1936. 

Refunded  by  RFC  for  $24,894.80;  discount,  $4,605.12;  Total, 
$29,500.00. 

“No  records  available  after  1935. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

CASS  COUNTY  -  Continued 

South  Beardstown 

1918 

$344,300 

$344,300 

_ 

_ 

$109,000 

_  _ 

__ 

_ 

$21,588 

District  -  Continued 

1919 

453,300 

453,300 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

27,198 

1920 

453,300 

441,700 

$11,600 

— 

— 

$11,600 

— 

$11,600 

27,198 

1921 

441,700 

430,100 

11,600 

-- 

70,000 

11,600 

-- 

11,600 

26 , 502 

1922 

500,100 

482,700 

17,400 

-- 

-- 

17,400 

— 

17,400 

28,306 

1923 

482,700 

465,300 

17,400 

— 

82,000 

17,400 

— 

17,400 

29,782 

1924 

547,300 

527,900 

19,400 

— 

— 

19,400 

— 

19,400 

32,838 

1925 

527,900 

498,800 

29,100 

-- 

-- 

29,100 

— 

29,100 

31,768 

1926 

498,800 

469,500 

29,300 

-- 

-- 

29,300 

— 

29,300 

29,928 

1927 

469,500 

440,300 

29,200 

— 

72.0001 

29,200 

-- 

29,200 

30,270 

1928 

512,300 

483,100 

29,200 

-- 

32, 0002 

29 , 200 

-- 

29,200 

30,738 

1929 

515,100 

479,200 

35,900 

— 

-- 

33,300 

-- 

33,300 

29,526 

1930 

481,800 

443,400 

35,800 

$2,600 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

4,920 

1931 

481,800 

407,600 

35,800 

38,400 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

4,920 

1932 

481,800 

371,800 

35,800 

74,200 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4,920 

1933 

431,800 

336,900 

34,900 

110,000 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

4,920 

1934 

481,800 

307,800 

29 , 100 

144,900 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

4,920 

1935 

481,800 

268,500 

39,300 

174,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

1936 

481,8003 

229,3003 

39,2003 

213,3003 

128,3333 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1937 

128,3333 

128,3333 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Valley  Drainage  and 

1923 

__ 

— 

_ 

__ 

27,000 

_ 

_ 

_ 

405 

Levee  District 

1924 

27,000 

27,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

1,620 

1925 

27,000 

24,300 

2,700 

— 

— 

2,700 

— 

2,700 

1,620 

1926 

24,300 

21,600 

2,700 

-- 

-- 

2,700 

— 

2,700 

1,4  58 

1927 

21,600 

18,900 

2,700 

— 

15,000 

2,700 

— 

2,700 

1,296 

1928 

33 , 900 

29,700 

4,200 

-- 

-- 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

1,734 

1929 

30,400 

25,500 

4,200 

700 

— 

3,584 

$700 

4,284 

1,782 

1930 

26,116 

21,300 

4,200 

616 

— 

3,224 

54 

3,278 

1,530 

1931 

22,837 

17,100 

4,200 

1,537 

-- 

3,157 

826 

3,984 

1,278 

1932 

13,854 

12,900 

4,200 

1,754 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

540 

1933 

18,854 

8,700 

4,200 

5,954 

— 

-- 

1,379 

1,379 

91 

1934 

17,475 

4,500 

4,200 

8,775 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1935 

17,475 

3,000 

1,500 

12,975 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1936 

17,475 

1,500 

1,500 

14,475 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1937 

17,475 

— 

1,500 

15,975 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Indian  Creek  Drainage 

1923 

26,450 

23,100 

3,350 

_ 

26,450 

3,350 

_ 

3,350 

1,587 

District  #24'  5 

1924 

23,100 

19,250 

3,850 

-- 

— 

3,850 

— 

3,350 

1,386 

Also  Morgan  County 

1925 

19,250 

15,400 

3,850 

-- 

— 

3,850 

-- 

3,850 

1,155 

1926 

15,400 

11,550 

3,850 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1927 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1928 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1929 

“  “ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

— 

— 

CLAY  COUNTY 

Little  Wabash  and  Big 

1913 

_  _ 

_ 

_ 

22,700 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_ 

Muddy  District 

1914 

22,700 

22,700 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,362 

1915 

22,700 

20,600 

2,100 

— 

— 

2,100 

— 

2,100 

1,362 

1916 

20,600 

18,400 

2,200 

-- 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

1,236 

1917 

18,400 

16,200 

2,200 

— 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

1,104 

1918 

16,200 

14,000 

2,200 

— 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

972 

1919 

14 , 000 

11,300 

2,200 

— 

-- 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

882 

1920 

11,300 

9,600 

2,200 

-- 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

708 

1921 

9,600 

7,400 

2,200 

-- 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

576 

1922 

7,400 

5,200 

2,200 

-- 

— 

2,200 

-- 

2,200 

444 

1923 

5,200 

2,600 

2,600 

-- 

-- 

2,600 

— 

2,600 

312 

1924 

2,600 

— 

2,600 

— 

— 

2,600 

— 

2,600 

156 

CLINTON  COUNTY 

Santa  Fe  District  #2 

1918 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

2,500 

_ 

_ 

142 

1919 

2,500 

2,500 

— 

— 

— 

700  s 

— 

700 

122 

1920 

1,800 

1,800 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

157 

1921 

1,800 

1,500 

300 

-- 

— 

300 

— 

300 

100 

1922 

1,500 

1,100 

400 

— 

— 

400 

— 

400 

82 

1923 

1,100 

800 

300 

— 

— 

300 

— 

300 

58 

1924 

800 

500 

300 

-- 

— 

300 

— 

300 

40 

1925 

500 

300 

200 

-- 

— 

200 

— 

200 

25 

1926 

300 

— 

300 

— 

300 

— 

300 

15 

Santa  Fe  District 

1930 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

23 , 500 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1931 

23,500 

21,140 

2,360 

-- 

-- 

2,360 

— 

2.360 

741 

1932 

21,140 

18,680 

2,460 

-- 

-- 

2,460 

-- 

2,460 

1,328 

1933 

18,680 

16,220 

2,460 

— 

— 

2,460 

-- 

2,460 

1,181 

1934 

16,220 

13,760 

2,460 

— 

““  • 

2,460 

— 

2,460 

1,033 

*Bonds  issued  £73,500.  Bonds  85-86-37  for  $500  not  sold. 

2 Bonds  issued  §33,000.  Bonds  34  for  $1,000  not  sold. 

’Refunded  by  RFC  $128,333.19.  Discount  $353,466.81.  Total 
$481,800.  Unmatured  $229,300.  Maturing  $39,200.  Delinquent 


$213,300.  Total  $481,800. 

4 Additional  data  not  available. 

headquarters  moved  from  Cass  to  Morgan  County  1926. 
sPald  before  maturity. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

CLINTON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Santa  Fe  District  - 

1935 

$13,760 

$11,300 

$2,460 

_ 

$2,460 

_  _ 

$2,460 

$886 

Continued 

1936 

11,300 

8,840 

2,460 

-- 

-- 

2,460 

— 

2,460 

741 

1937 

8,840 

6,380 

2,460 

-- 

-- 

2,460 

— 

2,460 

592 

1938 

6,380 

6,380 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

— 

446 

CRAWFORD  COUNTY 

Green  Briar  District 

1920 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

$80,164 

_  - 

_  _ 

1921 

80,164 

72,148 

8,016 

— 

— 

8,016 

— 

8,016 

-- 

1922 

72,148 

64,132 

8,016 

-- 

28,000 

8,016 

-- 

8,016 

1923 

92,132 

80,615 

11,516 

— 

-- 

11,516 

— 

11,516 

— 

1924 

80,615 

69,099 

11,516 

-- 

39 , 500 

11,516 

— 

11,516 

— 

1925 

108,599 

97,082 

11,516 

— 

-- 

11,516 

— 

11,516 

-- 

1926 

97,082 

85,566 

11,516 

-- 

— 

9,016 

— 

9,016 

— 

1927 

88,066 

74,049 

11,516 

$2,500 

35,000 

500 

-- 

5001 

— 

1923 

122,566 

97,533 

11,516 

13,516 

-- 

__ 

— 

— 

.. 

1929 

122,566 

86,016 

11,516 

25,033 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1930 

122,566 

74,500 

11,516 

36,549 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1931 

122,566 

71,000 

3,500 

48,066* 

— 

— 

EDWARDS  COUNTY 

Edward 3  County 

1929 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

7,600 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

95 

District  #1 

1930 

7,600 

5,700 

1,900 

-- 

— 

1,900 

— 

1,900 

456 

1931 

5,700 

3,300 

1,900 

-- 

— 

1,900 

— 

1,900 

342 

1932 

3,800 

1,900 

1,900 

-- 

-- 

1,900 

— 

1,900 

235 

1933 

1,900 

— 

1,900 

““ 

1,900 

1,900 

134 

FAYETTE  COUNTY 

Bear  Grove  District 

1925 

_ 

_ 

_ 

5,727 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

1926 

5,727 

5,727 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1927 

5,727 

4,627 

1,100 

— 

-- 

1,100 

-- 

1,100 

422 

1928 

4,627 

3,527 

1,100 

-- 

-- 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

284 

1929 

3,627 

2,427 

1,100 

100 

-- 

900 

— 

900 

251 

1930 

2,727 

1,327 

1,100 

300 

3,380 

900 

-- 

900 

190 

1931 

5,206 

3,380 

1,327 

500 

— 

1,327 

$500 

1,827 

142 

1932 

3,380 

2,253 

1,127 

-- 

— 

1,127 

— 

1,127 

205 

1933 

2,253 

1,127 

1,127 

-- 

-- 

1,127 

— 

1,127 

125 

1934 

1,127 

— 

1,127 

— 

— 

1,127 

— 

1,127 

85 

Dively  Drainage  and 

1924 

__ 

__ 

__ 

7,498 

_ 

_ 

Levee  District 

1925 

7,493 

6,248 

1,250 

— 

-- 

1,250 

— 

1,250 

450 

1926 

6,243 

4,993 

1,250 

-- 

— 

1,250 

— 

1,250 

375 

1927 

4,998 

3,748 

1,250 

— 

-- 

1,250 

— 

1,250 

319 

1928 

3,743 

2,248 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1 , 500 

— 

1 , 500 

207 

1929 

2,248 

— 

2,243 

— 

— 

2,248 

— 

2,248 

135 

Vandalia  Levee  and 

1924 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

40,431 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Drainage  District 

1925 

40,431 

31,368 

9,064 

— 

-- 

9,064 

— 

9,064 

2,095 

1926 

31,368 

22,304 

9,064 

-- 

-- 

9,064 

-- 

9,064 

2,062 

1927 

22,304 

13,240 

9,064 

— 

-- 

9,064 

-- 

9,064 

1,398 

1928 

13,240 

6,620 

6,620 

— 

12,378 

6,120 

— 

6,120 

1,226 

1929 

19,493 

12,378 

6,620 

500 

-- 

4,620 

— 

4,620 

907 

1930 

14,378 

6,189 

6,189 

2,500 

5,515 

5,500 

2,500 

8,000 

893 

1931 

12,393 

5,515 

6,189 

689 

-- 

5,878 

-- 

5,878 

771 

1932 

6,515 

2,757 

2,757 

1,000 

— 

2,757 

1,000 

3,757 

391 

1933 

2,757 

— 

2,757 

— 

— 

2,757 

— 

2,757 

165 

West  Loudon  District 

1929 

__ 

__ 

_ 

5,311 

_ 

_ 

__ 

__ 

1530 

5,311 

4,720 

591 

— 

-- 

591 

— 

591 

162 

1931 

4,720 

4,130 

590 

— 

— 

590 

-- 

590 

283 

1932 

4,130 

3,  540 

590 

— 

-- 

590 

— 

590 

248 

1933 

3,540 

2,950 

590 

-- 

-- 

390 

— 

390 

212 

1934 

3,150 

2,360 

590 

200 

-- 

290 

— 

290 

189 

1935 

2,860 

1,770 

590 

500 

-- 

590 

300 

890 

142 

1936 

1,970 

1,180 

590 

200 

— 

590 

200 

790 

156 

1937 

1,180 

590 

590 

— 

590 

— 

590 

71 

FORD  COUNTY 

Sugar  Creek  District? 

1929 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

3,600 

_ 

__ 

— 

100 

(Sub-District  # 2) 

1930 

3,600 

3,000 

600 

-- 

-- 

600 

— 

600 

216 

1931 

3,000 

2,400 

600 

-- 

— 

600 

600 

180 

1932 

2,400 

1,800 

600 

— 

-- 

600 

— 

600 

144 

1933 

1,800 

1,200 

600 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

72 

1934 

1,800 

600 

600 

600 

375 

600 

975 

58 

^Record  of  interest  paid  not  available. 

lDef suited  bonds  acquired  by  Arnold  and  Turner,  Casey 


Illinois,  who  foreclosed  on  the  property  March  7,  1931 
?No  records  available  after  1936. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

FORD  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Sugar  Creek  District 

1935 

$825 

__ 

$600 

$225 

— 

$300 

$225 

$525 

$80 

(Sub-District  # 2)  - 

1936 

300 

-- 

-- 

300 

-- 

300 

300 

18 

Continued 

Vermilion  Special 

1928 

__ 

.. 

-- 

$24,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

District  (Main) 

1929 

24,000 

$24,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

8,000J 

8,000 

1,080 

1930 

16,000 

12,000 

4,000 

— 

-- 

8, 500J 

8,500 

780 

1931 

7,500 

3,000 

4,500 

-- 

-- 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

503 

1932 

3,000 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

3,000 

226 

Big  Four  District 

1931 

.. 

— 

.. 

— 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

(Sub-District  #9) 

1932 

5,000 

4,200 

800 

-- 

— 

800 

-- 

800 

57 

1933 

4,200 

3,400 

800 

-- 

— 

800 

— 

800 

105 

1934 

3,400 

2,600 

800 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1935 

3,400 

1,800 

800 

800 

-- 

800 

800 

1,600 

539 

1936 

1,800 

1,000 

800 

— 

— 

1,  8003 

1,800 

269 

Big  Four  District 

1929 

-- 

__ 

__ 

__ 

8,000 

-- 

__ 

(Sub-District  #12) 

1930 

8,000 

6,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

330 

1931 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

— 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

360 

1932 

4,000 

2,000 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

240 

1933 

2,000 

2,000 

— 

““ 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

120 

FULTON  COUNTY 

East  Liverpool 

1918 

__ 

_ 

142,000 

_ 

_ 

_ 

4,260 

Drainage  and  Levee 

1919 

142,000 

142,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

8,505 

District 

1920 

142,000 

142,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

8,322 

1921 

142,000 

142,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

8,433 

1922 

142,000 

142,000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

8,520 

1923 

142,000 

142,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

8,520 

1924 

142,000 

126,300 

15,700 

-- 

-- 

15,700 

-- 

15,700 

8,520 

1925 

126,300 

110,600 

15,700 

-- 

-- 

15,700 

— 

15,700 

7,643 

1926 

110,600 

94,900 

15,700 

-- 

-- 

15,700 

— 

15,700 

6,636 

1927 

94,900 

78,900 

16,000 

— 

-- 

1,100 

-- 

16,000 

5,694 

1928 

93,800 

63,200 

15,700 

14,900 

78,1004 

-- 

— 

-- 

6,016 

1929 

157,000 

125,600 

15,700 

15,700 

15,700* 

o 

-- 

-  - 

2,543 

1930 

157,000 

125,600 

15,700 

15,700 

- 

— 

-- 

— 

1931 

157,000 

109,600 

16,000 

31,400 

__ 

_ 

— 

-- 

-- 

1932 

157, 000* 

1  93,800* 

1  15,800  “  47,400“  62,500“ 

-- 

-- 

— 

1933 

62,500“  62,500* 

2 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1936 

62,500 

62,500 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,389 

1937 

62,500 

62,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,461 

Langellier  Drainage 

1927 

.. 

-- 

__ 

_ 

30,000 

_ 

_ 

_ 

___ 

and  Levee  District 

1928 

30,000 

30,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1,800 

1929 

30,000 

27,000 

3,000 

-- 

44,497 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

1,800 

1930 

71,497 

68,497 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

4,290 

1931 

68,497 

64,497 

4,000 

-- 

— 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

4,110 

1932 

64,497 

60,497 

4,000 

-- 

— 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

3,870 

1933 

60,497 

54,497 

6,000 

-- 

— 

6,000 

-- 

6,000 

3,630 

1934 

54,497 

47,497 

7,000 

-- 

— 

11,0005 

11,000 

3,226 

1935 

43,497 

36,497 

7,000 

— 

-- 

7 , 000 

_ 

7,000 

2,610 

1936 

36,497 

28,497 

8,000 

-- 

— 

10.0006 

-- 

10,000 

2,210 

1937 

26,497 

21,497 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

7, 497 7 

7,497 

1,630 

1938 

19,000 

14 , 000 

5,000 

— 

— 

5,000 

5,000 

1,140 

Liverpool  Drainage  and 

1921 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

133,000 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_ 

Levee  District 

1922 

133,000 

133,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

_ 

_ 

1923 

133,000 

133,000 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

_ 

1924 

133,000 

133,000 

— 

-- 

63,724 

— 

— 

.. 

1925 

196,724 

183,424 

13,300 

-- 

— 

13,300 

— 

-- 

.. 

1926 

183,424 

170,124 

13,300 

-- 

— 

13,300 

— 

__ 

_ 

1927 

170,124 

156,824 

13,300 

— 

-- 

11,300 

-- 

— 

-- 

1928 

158,824 

143,524 

13,300 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

1929 

158,824 

130,224 

13,300 

15,300 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

_ 

1930 

158,824 

111,924 

19,300 

28,600 

158,724  s 

— 

__ 

_ 

1936 

158,724 

154,724 

4,000 

— 

— 

__ 

_ 

_  _ 

1937 

158,724 

150,724 

4,000 

4,000 

45,049* 

3 

— 

— 

— 

Sea  Horn  Drainage  and 

1920 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

31,000 

_  _ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

Levee  District 

1921 

31,000 

31,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

_ 

1,900 

1922 

31,000 

31,000 

-- 

-- 

_ 

-- 

_ 

1,860 

1923 

31,000 

31,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

__ 

1,860 

1924 

31,000 

31,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

__ 

_ 

1,860 

1925 

31,000 

31,000 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1,860 

1926 

31,000 

25,000 

6,000 

— 

— 

6,000 

— 

6,000 

1,860 

1927 

25,000 

19,000 

6,000 

-- 

-- 

6,000 

-- 

6,000 

1,500 

1928 

19,000 

13,000 

6,000 

-- 

38, 5003 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

1,148 

1929 

38,500 

35,500 

3,000 

-- 

— 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

2,310 

1930 

35,500 

32,500 

3,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

2,130 

1931 

32,500 

29,500 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

1,950 

*Paid  before  maturity. 

*$4,500  paid  before  maturity. 
3$1,000  paid  before  maturity. 
4 $14, 900  refunding  issue. 

3 $4, 000  paid  before  maturity. 
6$2,000  paid  before  maturity. 
3$2,497  paid  before  maturity. 


eThis  almost  represents  RFC  loan  for  refunding;  details  not 
available. 

3$18,000  refunding  bond  issue. 

*°$15,700  refunding  bond  issue. 

“The  RFC  refunded  $157,000  for  $62,500;  Discount  $94,500. 
“Outstanding  is  the  same.  No  payments  for  principal  or 
Interest. 

13 "The  RFC  refunded  $158,724  for  $45,049;  Discount  $113,765." 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Years 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturl  ty 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

FULTON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Sea  Horn  Drainage  and 

1932 

$29,500 

$29,500 

-- 

$9,0001 

_ 

_  _ 

$1,375 

Levee  District  - 

1933 

29,500 

29,500 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,575 

Continued 

1934 

29,500 

29,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,475 

1935 

29,500 

27,500 

$2,000 

— 

— 

$2,000 

— 

$2,000 

1,475 

1936 

27,500 

25,500 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

1,475 

1937 

25,500 

23,500 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

1,275 

1938 

23,500 

21,500 

2,000 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1,175 

1939 

23 , 500 

19,500 

2,000 

$2,000 

— 

— 

$2,000 

2,000 

1,075 

Thompson's  Drainage  and 

1919 

-- 

-- 

-- 

289,500 

— 

__ 

_ 

Levee  District 

1920 

289,500 

289,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

16,590 

1921 

289,500 

289,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

17,595 

1922 

289,500 

289,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

16,965 

1923 

289,500 

289,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

17,850 

1924 

289,500 

261,000 

28,500 

-- 

— 

28,500 

-- 

28,500 

22,020 

1925 

261,000 

232,000 

29,000 

— 

— 

29,000 

-- 

29,000 

16,659 

1926 

232,000 

203,000 

29,000 

— 

— 

29,000 

— 

29,000 

14,070 

1927 

203,000 

174,000 

29,000 

-- 

— 

29,000 

-- 

29,000 

12,240 

1923 

174,000 

145,000 

29,000 

— 

— 

29,000 

— 

29,000 

10, 570 

1929 

145,000 

116,000 

29,000 

— 

— 

29,000 

— 

29 , 000 

8,820 

1930 

116,000 

87,000 

29,000 

-- 

— 

29,000 

-- 

29,000 

6,390 

1931 

87,000 

58,000 

29,000 

-- 

— 

29,000 

— 

29,000 

5,966 

1932 

58,000 

29,000 

29,000 

-- 

-- 

29,000 

-- 

29,000 

3,480 

1933 

29,000 

— 

29,000 

— 

29,000 

— 

29,000 

1,740 

GALLATIN  COUNTY 

Cane  Creek  and  Omaha 

1922 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_  _ 

84,700 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

2,327 

Drainage  District 

1923 

84,700 

84,700 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

4,670 

(Also  in  White  County) 

1924 

84,700 

84,700 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4,670 

1925 

84,700 

81,300 

3,400 

— 

-- 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

4,581 

1926 

81,300 

77,900 

3,400 

-- 

— 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

4,378 

1927 

77,900 

74 , 500 

3,400 

— 

— 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

4,191 

1928 

74 , 500 

71,100 

3,400 

— 

— 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

4,004 

1929 

71,100 

67,700 

3,400 

-- 

— 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

-- 

1930 

67,700 

63 , 500 

4,200 

— 

-- 

4,200 

— 

4,200 

3,608 

1931 

63,500 

59,300 

4,200 

-- 

-- 

4,200 

— 

4,200 

3,377 

1932 

59,300 

55,100 

4,200 

-- 

-- 

4,200 

— 

4,200 

3,146 

1933 

55,100 

50,900 

4,200 

-- 

— 

4,200 

— 

4,200 

2,919 

1934 

50,900 

45,800 

5,100 

— 

— 

5,100 

— 

5,100 

2,663 

1935 

45,800 

40,700 

5,100 

-- 

— 

5,100 

— 

5,100 

2,379 

1936 

40,700 

35,600 

5,100 

— 

-- 

5,100 

— 

5,100 

2,098 

1937 

35,600 

30,500 

5,100 

— 

— 

5,100 

— 

5,100 

979 

Lawler  District 

1921 

11,950 

_ 

_ 

11,950 

_ 

-- 

— 

1922 

11,950 

10,600 

1,350 

— 

— 

1,350 

— 

1,350 

720 

1923 

10,600 

9,250 

1,350 

— 

— 

1,350 

— 

1,350 

639 

1924 

9,250 

7,900 

1,350 

-- 

— 

1,350 

-- 

1,350 

558 

1925 

7,900 

6,550 

1,350 

— 

— 

1,350 

— 

1,350 

477 

1926 

6,550 

5,200 

1,350 

-- 

— 

1,350 

— 

1,350 

396 

1927 

5,200 

3,850 

1,350 

-- 

— 

1,350 

— 

1,350 

314 

1928 

3,850 

2,500 

1,350 

-- 

-- 

1,350 

— 

1,350 

233 

1929 

2,500 

1,150 

1,350 

-- 

— 

1,350 

-- 

1,350 

153 

1930 

1,150 

— 

1,150 

— 

— 

1,150 

— 

1,150 

74 

Union  #2  of  Ridgeway 

1929 

.. 

— 

-- 

11,000 

__ 

— 

-- 

321 

and  Asbury  Townships2 

1930 

11,000 

11,000 

— 

— 

— 

. - 

— 

— 

605 

1931 

11,000 

9,900 

1,100 

— 

-- 

1,100 

-- 

1,100 

605 

1932 

9,900 

8,300 

1,100 

— 

— 

1,100 

— 

1,100 

545 

1933 

8,800 

7,700 

1,100 

— 

— 

1,100 

— 

1,100 

484 

1934 

7,700 

6,600 

1,100 

-- 

— 

1,100 

— 

1,100 

424 

1935 

6,600 

5,500 

1,100 

— 

— 

1,100 

— 

1,100 

363 

1936 

5,500 

4,400 

1,100 

— 

““ 

1,100 

“ “ 

1,100 

303 

GREENE  COUNTY 

Hartwell  Drainage  and 

1906 

_ 

__ 

.. 

69,000 

-- 

— 

— 

4,140 

Levee  District3 

1907 

69,000 

69,000 

-- 

— 

20,000 

— 

— 

— 

4,140 

1908 

89,000 

82,100 

6,900 

— 

26,298 

6,900 

6,900 

4,140 

1909 

108,398 

101,498 

6,900 

— 

-- 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

3,726 

1910 

101,498 

94 , 598 

6,900 

-- 

— 

6,900 

6,900 

3,312 

1911 

94,598 

87,698 

6,900 

— 

— 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

4,098 

1912 

87,698 

80,798 

6,900 

— 

— 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

3,684 

1913 

80,798 

73,898 

6,900 

-- 

— 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

4,350 

1914 

73,898 

66,998 

6,900 

— 

— 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

5,514 

1915 

66,998 

60,098 

6,900 

— 

18,000 

6,900 

— 

6,900 

5,100 

1916 

78,098 

62 j 598 

15,500 

-- 

55,000 

15,500 

— 

15,500 

4,686 

1917 

117,598 

102,090 

15,500 

— 

— 

15,500 

— 

15,500 

3,756 

1918 

102,098 

93,498 

8,600 

-- 

— 

8,600 

— 

8,600 

2,826 

1919 

93,498 

84,898 

8,600 

— 

- - 

8,600 

““ 

8,600 

1,778 

2$9,000  refunding  bond  issue, 

2No  records  available  after  1936 


3$3,700  issued  in  addition  to  above  amounts,  but  date  of 
issue  and  record  of  payments  not  available. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

Janaury  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Years 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

GREENE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Hartwell  Drainage  and 

1920 

$84,898 

$72,532 

$12,366 

— 

$11,000 

$12,366 

_ 

$12,366 

$744 

Levee  District 

1921 

83,532 

74,766 

8,766 

— 

26,100 

8,766 

— 

8,766 

— 

1922 

100,866 

92,100 

8,766 

-- 

190,000 

8,766 

— 

8,766 

550 

1923 

282,100 

271,100 

11,000 

— 

— 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

2,560 

1924 

271,100 

260,100 

11,000 

— 

— 

11,000 

-- 

11,000 

4,126 

1925 

260,100 

249,100 

11,000 

— 

— 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

9,376 

1926 

249,100 

235,900 

13,200 

-- 

— 

13,200 

— 

13,200 

15,526 

1927 

235,900 

22,270 

13,200 

— 

103,000 

13,200 

— 

13,200 

15,024 

1928 

325,700 

323',  500 

2,200 

— 

— 

2,200 

-- 

2,200 

20,682 

1929 

323,500 

321,300 

2,200 

-- 

-- 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

20,170 

1930 

321,300 

319,100 

2,200 

-- 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

19,658 

1931 

319,100 

310,400 

8,700 

— 

-- 

8,700 

-- 

8,700 

-- 

1932 

33.0,400 

301,700 

8,700 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1933 

310,400 

293,000 

8,700 

$8,700 

lei^e2 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1934 

161,276 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Spankey  Drainage  and 

1918 

— 

-- 

__ 

— 

21,000 

-- 

— 

1,260 

Levee  District 

1919 

21,000 

21,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1,260 

1920 

21,000 

19,600 

1,400 

— 

— 

1,400 

— 

1,400 

1,260 

1921 

19,600 

18,200 

1,400 

— 

— 

1,400 

— 

1,400 

1,176 

1922 

18,200 

16,800 

1,400 

— 

4,800 

1,400 

-- 

1,400 

1,321 

1923 

21,600 

20,200 

1,400 

— 

13,000 

1,400 

— 

1,400 

1,754 

1924 

33,200 

31,800 

1,400 

-- 

-- 

1,400 

— 

1,400 

1,997 

1925 

31,800 

30,400 

1,400 

— 

— 

1,400 

— 

1,400 

1,917 

1926 

30,400 

28,040 

2,360 

-- 

— 

2,360 

-- 

2,360 

1,834 

1927 

28,040 

25,680 

2,360 

-- 

— 

2,360 

— 

2,360 

1,697 

1928 

25,680 

23,320 

2,360 

— 

— 

2,360 

— 

2,360 

1,555 

1929 

23,320 

20,960 

2,360 

-- 

-- 

2,360 

-- 

2,360 

1,407 

1930 

20,960 

18,600 

2,360 

-- 

-- 

2,360 

— 

2,360 

1,331 

1931 

18,600 

16,200 

2,400 

— 

-- 

1,452 

-- 

1,452 

999 

1932 

17,148 

12,800 

3,400 

948 

— 

1,548 

-- 

1,548 

441 

1933 

15,600 

9,400 

3,400 

2,800 

-- 

129 

-- 

129 

30 

1934 

15,471 

6,000 

3,400 

6,071 

— 

115 

— 

115 

52 

1935 

15,356 

4,000 

2,000 

9,356 

— 

83 

— 

83 

15 

1936 

15,273 

2,000 

2,000 

11,273 

— 

83 

— 

83 

10 

1937 

15,191 

-- 

2,000 

13,191 

— 

93 

-- 

93 

22 

1938 

15,097 

— 

— 

15,097 

— 

— 

$4 , 1652 

4,165 

““ 

GRUNDY  COUNTY 

Clay  Pool  Drainage 

1919 

-- 

__ 

128,000 

— 

_ 

_ 

District 

1920 

128,000 

120,500 

7,500 

— 

-- 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

— 

1921 

120,500 

115,500 

5,000 

— 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

— 

1922 

115,500 

101,300 

14,200 

— 

50,000 

24,2003 

— 

24 , 200 

— 

1923 

141,300 

127,100 

14 , 200 

— 

— 

14,200 

— 

14 , 200 

— 

1924 

127,100 

112,600 

14 , 500 

-- 

20,000 

17.5004 

17,500 

— 

1925 

129,600 

95,100 

14,500 

— 

— 

39,0005 

— 

39,000 

— 

1926 

90,600 

90,600 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1927 

90,600 

85,600 

5,000 

-- 

— 

20,8006 

— 

20,800 

47,754? 

1928 

69,800 

69,500 

300 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4,188 

1929 

69,800 

56,000 

13,500 

300 

-- 

13,500 

300 

13,800 

4,188 

1930 

56,000 

56,000 

-- 

-- 

45,000® 

— 

— 

— 

960 

1931 

61,000 

56,500 

4,500 

-- 

-- 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

2,085 

1932 

56,500 

52,000 

4,500 

— 

-- 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

3,390 

1933 

52,000 

47,500 

4,500 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

3,120 

1934 

52,000 

39,000 

8,500 

4,500 

— 

9,645 ^ 

351 

9,645 

3,120 

1935 

42,355 

25,611 

6,112 

10,631 

— 

395 

1,788 

2,183 

2,535 

1936 

40,172 

19,656 

5,956 

14,561 

-- 

-- 

2,823 

2,823 

— 

1937 

37,349 

13,500 

6,156 

1,769 

— 

-- 

2,023 

2,023 

— 

1938 

35,326 

9,000 

4,500 

21,826 

— 

2,250 

2,070 

4,320 

— 

Southard  Drainage 

1921 

-- 

__ 

_ 

_ 

20,000 

_ 

_ 

-- 

— 

District 

1922 

20,000 

18,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

« 

2,000 

1,200 

1923 

18,000 

16,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

1,080 

1924 

16,000 

14,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

960 

1925 

14 , 000 

12,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

840 

1926 

12,000 

10,000 

2,000 

— 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

720 

1927 

10,000 

8,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

600 

1928 

8,000 

6,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

480 

1929 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

360 

1930 

4,000 

2,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,  000 

-- 

2,000 

240 

1931 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

““ 

”” 

2,000 

2,000 

120 

HAMILTON  COUNTY 

Haw  Creek  Special 

1921 

_ 

_ 

__ 

158,900 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

Drainage  District 

1922 

158,900 

158,900 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

7,151 

1The  RFC  refunded  $310,400  for  $96,576.  Discount,  $313,824. 
An  additional  loan  of  $64,700  was  also  made  to  cover  the 
costs  of  rehabilitation  and  construction.  No  records 
available  after  1934. 

2In  full  settlement  on  all  outstanding  bonds;  further  details 
of  transaction  not  available. 

^Includes  $10,000  paid  before  maturity. 


4Includes  $3,000  paid  before  maturity. 

^Includes  $24,500  paid  before  maturity. 

^Includes  $15,800  paid  before  maturity. 

^Interest  paid  to  Hay,  1927;  no  breakdown. 
a$40,000  unmatured,  refunded  to  $45,000,  in  1930. 
^Includes  $7,276.05  paid  before  maturity. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Years 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

HAMILTON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Haw  Creek  Special 

1923 

$158,900 

$158,900 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

$9,534 

Drainage  District 

1924 

158,900 

158,900 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

9,534 

(Also  in  White  County) 

1925 

158,900 

158,900 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

9,534 

(Continued) 

1926 

158,900 

158,900 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

.. 

.. 

9,534 

1927 

158,900 

144,000 

$14,900 

— 

$98,500 

$14,900 

— 

$14,900 

9,534 

1928 

242,500 

226,500 

16,000 

-- 

— 

16,000 

— 

16,000 

13,155 

1929 

226,500 

210,500 

16,000 

— 

-- 

16,000 

-- 

16,000 

13,098 

1930 

210,500 

194 , 500 

16 , 000 

-- 

-- 

16,000 

-- 

16,000 

12,138 

1931 

194,500 

178,500 

16,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

11,178 

1932 

194 , 500 

162,500 

16,000 

$16,000 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

1933 

194,500 

141,000 

21 , 500 

32,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1934 

194,500 

119,000 

22,000 

53,500 

101, ooo1 

— 

— 

— 

— 

HENDERSON  COUNTY 

Henderson  County  Drainage 

1913 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

157,500 

__ 

_  _ 

4,725 

District  #1  (Gladstone) 

1914 

157,500 

157,500 

— 

— 

18,700 

-- 

-- 

-- 

9,450 

1915 

176,200 

172,900 

3,300 

— 

23,200 

3,300 

— 

3,300 

10,572 

1916 

196,100 

101,200 

4,900 

-- 

10,700 

4,900 

— 

4,900 

12,189 

1917 

201,900 

194,300 

4,900 

-- 

— 

7,600 

-- 

7,600 

12,174 

1918 

194,300 

185,400 

7,600 

-- 

-- 

8,900 

— 

8,900 

11,718 

1919 

185,400 

175,700 

8,900 

-- 

-- 

9,700 

-- 

9,700 

11,184 

1920 

175,700 

164 , 900 

10,800 

— 

19,000 

10,800 

— 

10,800 

10,602 

1921 

183,900 

172,100 

11,800 

-- 

-- 

11,800 

— 

11,800 

11,094 

1922 

172,100 

154,200 

17,900 

-- 

-- 

17,900 

— 

17,900 

10,386 

1923 

154,200 

135,400 

18,800 

-- 

-- 

13,800 

— 

18,800 

9,312 

1924 

135,400 

116,000 

19,400 

— 

-- 

14,400 

-- 

14,400 

8,184 

1925 

121,000 

101,900 

14 , 100 

5,000 

— 

2,600 

— 

2,600 

3,403 

1926 

118,400 

86,600 

15,300 

16,500 

33,500 

15,300 

$5,000 

20,300 

7,086 

1927 

136,600 

109,100 

16,000 

11,500 

— 

16,000 

11,500 

27,500 

7,566 

1928 

109,100 

91,900 

17,200 

-- 

76,300 

17,200 

— 

17,200 

8,514 

1929 

168,200 

150,200 

18,000 

-- 

— 

18,000 

— 

18,000 

10,152 

1930 

150,200 

131,300 

18,900 

-- 

— 

18,900 

— 

18,900 

9,072 

1931 

131,300 

117,000 

14,300 

-- 

— 

9,295 

— 

9,295 

7,752 

1932 

122,005 

108,300 

8,700 

5,005 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

... 

1933 

122,005 

96,500 

11,300 

13,705 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1934 

122,005 

81,000 

15,500 

25,505 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

1935 

122,005 

65,000 

16,000 

41,005 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

1936 

122,005 

48,000 

17,000 

57,005 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

1937 

122,005 

40,000 

8,000 

74,005 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1938 

122,005 

32,000 

8,000 

82,005 

79, 987  2 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Henderson  County  Drainage 

1912 

-- 

.. 

-- 

_ 

162,927 

_ 

_ 

_ 

4,395 

District  #2  (Carman) 

1913 

162,927 

162,927 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

9,776 

1914 

162,927 

162,927 

-- 

-- 

29,300 

— 

-- 

— 

9,776 

1915 

192,227 

187,927 

4,300 

-- 

-- 

4,300 

— 

4,300 

11,414 

1916 

187,927 

182,227 

5,700 

-- 

— 

5,700 

— 

5,700 

11,141 

1917 

132,227 

175,527 

6,700 

-- 

-- 

6,700 

-- 

6,700 

10,769 

1913 

175,527 

167,527 

8,000 

-- 

-- 

8,000 

-- 

8,000 

10,337 

1919 

167,527 

158,527 

9,000 

-- 

-- 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

9,827 

1920 

158,527 

149,527 

9,000 

-- 

20,000 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

9,302 

1921 

169,527 

158,827 

10,700 

-- 

-- 

10,700 

-- 

10,700 

9,932 

1922 

158,827 

140,927 

17,900 

-- 

-- 

17,900 

— 

17,900 

9,275 

1923 

140,927 

121,927 

19,000 

— 

-- 

19,000 

— 

19,000 

8,171 

1924 

121,927 

101,627 

20,300 

— 

-- 

10,300 

— 

10,300 

6,986 

1925 

111,627 

87,727 

13,900 

10,000 

— 

12,100 

— 

12,100 

5,768 

1926 

99,527 

73,827 

13,900 

11,800 

41,650 

13,900 

— 

13,900 

4,934 

1927 

127,277 

100,477 

15,000 

11,300 

— 

15,000 

11,800 

26,800 

4,070 

1928 

100,477 

85,077 

15,400 

— 

54,600 

15,400 

-- 

15,400 

5,669 

1929 

139,677 

124,777 

14,900 

-- 

— 

14,900 

-- 

14,900 

8,171 

1930 

124,777 

109,777 

15,000 

-- 

— 

15,000 

— 

15,000 

7,163 

1931 

109,777 

95,250 

14,527 

-- 

— 

8,669 

— 

8,669 

5,851 

1932 

101,008 

82,600 

12,650 

5,858 

— 

596 

-- 

596 

2,907 

1933 

100,512 

72,100 

10,500 

17,912 

— 

-- 

— 

300 

1934 

.  100,512 

63,600 

8,600 

28,412 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

300 

1935 

100,512 

55,100 

8,500 

36,912 

— 

— 

— 

255 

1936 

100,512 

46,100 

9,000 

45,412 

-- 

— 

-- 

75 

1937 

100,512 

38,600 

7,500 

54,412 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1938 

100,512 

29 , 100 

9,500 

61,912 

68 , 9003 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Henderson  County  Drainage 

1914 

__ 

__ 

— 

44,911 

_ 

-- 

— 

District  #3  (Oquawka) 

1915 

44,911 

44,911 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,695 

1916 

44,911 

44,911 

— 

-- 

4,900 

— 

-- 

— 

2,842 

1917 

49,311 

49,111 

700 

-- 

23 , 500 

700 

— 

700 

3,658 

1913 

72,611 

70,611 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2, 000 

4,357 

1919 

70,611 

67,811 

2,800 

-- 

-- 

2,800 

— 

2,800 

4,237 

1920 

67,811 

65,011 

2,800 

9,700 

2,800 

— 

2,800 

4,069 

2The  RFC  refunded  $194,500  for  $101,000  In  1934.  Discount 
$93,500.  No  records  available  after  1934. 

2The  RFC  refunded  $132,005  for  $60,987.  Discount  $61,018. 
An  additional  loan  of  $19,000  was  also  made  to  cover  the 
cost  of  rehabilitation. 


3The  RFC  refunded  $100,512  for  $49,900.  Discount  $50,612.  An 
additional  loan  of  $19,000  was  also  made  to  cover  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation. 
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Outstanding  January  ! 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

District 

Year 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

HENDERSON  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Henderson  County  Drainage 

1921 

$74 , 711 

$70,711 

$4,000 

-- 

-- 

$4,000 

_ 

$4 , 000 

$4,483 

District  #3  (Oquawka)  - 

1922 

70,711 

65,611 

5,100 

-- 

-- 

5,090 

— 

5,090 

4,243 

Continued 

1923 

65,611 

59,811 

5,800 

-- 

— 

4,790 

— 

4,790 

3,937 

1924 

59,811 

53,511 

6,300 

-- 

$27,250 

6,290 

-- 

6,290 

3,589 

1925 

80,761 

73,161 

7,600 

-- 

— 

7,585 

-- 

7,585 

4,846 

1926 

73,161 

65,661 

7,500 

-- 

-- 

7,485 

10.0801 

— 

7,485 

4,390 

1927 

65,661 

58,361 

7,300 

— 

-- 

10,080 

3,940 

1928 

55,561 

51,561 

4,000 

-- 

— 

6,283* 

6,283 

3,502 

1929 

49,261 

46,561 

2,300 

$400 

-- 

2,300 

— 

2,300 

2,945 

1930 

46,961 

41,461 

5,100 

400 

— 

5,100 

— 

5,100 

2,788 

1931 

41,861 

36,661 

4,800 

400 

— 

3,600 

— 

3,600 

2,078 

1932 

38,261 

31,961 

4,700 

1,600 

— 

— 

— 

— 

- - 

1933 

38,261 

27,250 

4,711 

6,300 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1934 

38,261 

27 , 250 

— 

11,011 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1935 

38,261 

23,750 

3,500 

11,011 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1936 

38,261 

20,000 

3,750 

14,511 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1937 

38,261 

17,500 

2,500 

18,261 

-- 

-- 

_ 

— 

-- 

1933 

38,2613 

15, 0003 

2, 5003 

20, 7613 

19,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

HENRY  COUNTY 

Central  Special  Drainage 

1930 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

19 , 500 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

District 

1931 

19,500 

19,500 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1932 

19,500 

16,600 

3,900 

— 

-- 

3,900 

— 

3,900 

1,073 

1933 

15,600 

11,700 

3,900 

— 

— 

3,900 

— 

3,900 

858 

1934 

11,700 

7,800 

3,900 

— 

— 

3,900 

— 

3,900 

644 

1935 

7,300 

3,900 

3,900 

-- 

-- 

3,900 

-- 

3,900 

429 

1936 

3,900 

— 

3,900 

— 

— 

900 

— 

900 

215 

1937 

3,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

-- 

— 

327 

1938 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

13 

Big  Slough  Special 

1929 

•  • 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

31,500 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

Drainage  District 

1930 

31,500 

31,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

.. 

945 

(Also  In  'Whiteside 

1931 

31,500 

27 , 000 

4,500 

— 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

1,890 

County) 

1932 

27,000 

22,500 

4,500 

— 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

1,620 

1933 

22,500 

18,000 

4,500 

— 

-- 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

1,350 

1934 

18,000 

13,500 

4,500 

— 

-- 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

1,080 

1935 

13,500 

9,000 

4,500 

— 

-- 

4,500 

-- 

4,500 

810 

1936 

9,000 

4,500 

4,500 

-- 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

540 

1937 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

— 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

270 

Lower  Green  River 

1919 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

38,000 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

2,386 

Special  District 

1920 

38,000 

38,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

__ 

2,090 

1921 

33,000 

38,000 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

2,090 

1922 

38,000 

38,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,090 

1923 

38,000 

34 , 000 

4,000 

-- 

4,800 

4,000 

-- 

4,000 

1,980 

1924 

38,800 

33,600 

5,200 

-- 

-- 

5,200 

— 

5,200 

2,000 

1925 

33,600 

28,400 

5,200 

— 

-- 

5,200 

— 

5,200 

1,734 

1926 

28,400 

23,200 

5,200 

-- 

— 

5,200 

-- 

5,200 

1,457 

1927 

23,200 

18,000 

5,200 

-- 

— 

5,200 

— 

5,200 

1,182 

1928 

18,000 

14,000 

4,000 

-- 

— 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

880 

1929 

14 , 000 

10,000 

4,000 

— 

— 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

660 

1930 

10,000 

6,000 

4,000 

-- 

— 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

440 

1931 

6,000 

3,000 

3,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

248 

1932 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

83 

Mud  Creek  Special 

1925 

.. 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

19,500 

_  _ 

__ 

_  _ 

District 

1926 

19,500 

19,500 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

806 

1927 

19,500 

19 , 500 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

__ 

1,095 

1928 

19,500 

15,500 

4,000 

-- 

— 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

1,245 

1929 

15,500 

11,500 

4,000 

-- 

-- 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

885 

1930 

11,500 

7,500 

4,000 

-- 

8,700 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

735 

1931 

16,200 

12,200 

4,000 

— 

— 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

855 

1932 

12,200 

8,700 

3,500 

-- 

— 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

705 

1933 

8,700 

5,800 

2,900 

-- 

— 

2,900 

— 

2,900 

435 

1934 

5,800 

2,900 

2,900 

-- 

— 

2,900 

— 

2,900 

290 

1935 

2,900 

— 

2,900 

— 

— 

2,900 

— 

2,900 

145 

IROQUOIS  COUNTY 

Artesla  and  Rldgeland 

1922 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

27,876 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

District  #3 

1923 

27,376 

20,084 

7,792 

-- 

— 

7,792 

— 

7,792 

1,673 

1924 

20,084 

12,292 

7,792 

-- 

— 

7,792 

-- 

7,792 

1,205 

1925 

12,292 

4,500 

7,792 

-- 

— 

7,792 

— 

7,792 

738 

1926 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

— 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

270 

1Include3 
*  Includes 


12,800  paid  before  maturity 
12,800  paid  before  maturity 


3The  RFC  refunded  $38,261  for  v19,500.  Discount  $18,761 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

JASPER  COUNTY 

Captain's  Pond  Drainage 

1921 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

$230,000 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

and  Levee  District 

1922 

$230,000 

$230,000 

— 

— 

20,000 

— 

— 

— 

$11,500 

1923 

250,000 

250,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

13,800 

1924 

250,000 

250,000 

— 

-- 

— 

$2,0001 

— 

$2,000 

15,000 

1925 

248,000 

248,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

15,000 

1926 

248,000 

248,000 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

15,000 

1927 

248,000 

236,000 

$12,000 

— 

— 

14 , 0002 

— 

14,000 

15,000 

1928 

234,000 

221,300 

12,700 

— 

3,500 

12,700 

— 

12,700 

14,265 

1929 

224,800 

224,100 

700 

— 

222, 0003 

— 

-- 

-- 

13,488 

1930 

224,800 

223,400 

700 

$700 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

6,828 

1931 

224,800 

222,700 

700 

1,400 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

3,423 

1932 

224,800 

222,000 

700 

2,100 

— 

1,154 

— 

-- 

1,254 

1933 

223,646 

222,000 

— 

1,646 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1934 

223,646 

208,000 

14 , 000 

1,646 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1,000 

1935 

223,646 

194,000 

14 , 000 

15,646 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1936 

223,646 

180,000 

14 , 000 

29,646 

56.0004 

-- 

— 

1,116 

1937 

56,000 

56,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2,240 

North  Fork  District 

1922 

_ 

_ 

_ 

6,183 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_  _ 

1923 

6,183 

5,950 

233 

— 

— 

233 

— 

233 

262 

1924 

5,950 

5,600 

350 

— 

550 

350 

— 

350 

352 

1925 

6,150 

5,800 

350 

-- 

— 

350 

— 

350 

336 

1926 

5,800 

5,450 

350 

— 

— 

350 

— 

350 

353 

1927 

5,4  50 

5,100 

350 

— 

— 

350 

— 

350 

327 

1928 

5,100 

4,750 

350 

-- 

— 

350 

-- 

350 

306 

1929 

4,750 

4,400 

350 

— 

— 

350 

-- 

350 

285 

1930 

4,400 

4,050 

350 

-- 

— 

350 

— 

350 

264 

1931 

4,050 

3,700 

350 

— 

— 

350 

— 

350 

243 

1932 

3,700 

3,350 

350 

— 

— 

350 

-- 

350 

222 

1933 

3,350 

3,000 

350 

-- 

— 

350 

— 

350 

201 

1934 

3,000 

2,650 

350 

— 

— 

350 

— 

350 

180 

1935 

2,650 

2,300 

350 

-- 

— 

350 

-- 

350 

159 

1936 

2,500 

1,950 

350 

-- 

— 

350 

— 

350 

138 

1937 

1,950 

1,600 

350 

— 

— 

350 

— 

350 

117 

Salnte  Marie  Drainage 

1922 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

75,000 

__ 

-- 

_ 

3,000 

and  Levee  District 

1923 

75,000 

75,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

4,500 

1924 

75,000 

75,000 

— 

-- 

4,950 

— 

-- 

-- 

4,649 

1925 

79,950 

74,620 

5,330 

-- 

— 

5,330 

-- 

5,330 

4,797 

1926 

74,620 

69,290 

5,330 

-- 

— 

5,330 

-- 

5,330 

4,477 

1927 

69,290 

63,960 

5,330 

— 

— 

5,330 

— 

5,330 

4,157 

1928 

63,960 

58,630 

5,330 

-- 

— 

5,330 

— 

5,330 

3,838 

1929 

58,630 

53,300 

5,530 

-- 

— 

5,330 

— 

5,330 

3,518 

1930 

53,300 

47,970 

5,330 

— 

— 

5,330 

— 

5,330 

3,198 

1931 

47,970 

42,640 

5,330 

-- 

— 

2,330 

— 

2,330 

2,878 

1932 

45,640 

37,310 

5,330 

3,000 

— 

330 

$3,000 

3,330 

2,558 

1933 

42,310 

31,980 

5,330 

5,000 

— 

1,330 

3,000 

4,330 

2,239 

1934 

37,980 

26,650 

5,330 

6,000 

— 

330 

5,000 

5,330 

1,919 

1935 

32,650 

21,320 

5,330 

6,000 

— 

5,330 

5,000 

10,330 

1,599 

1936 

22,320 

15,990 

5,330 

1,000 

— 

5,330 

1,000 

6,330 

1,279 

1937 

15,990 

10,660 

5,330 

1,000 

1,000 

JERSEY  COUNTY 

Nutwood  Drainage  and 

Levee  District5 

1907 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

— 

120,500 

— 

— 

7,230 

(Also  in  Greene  County) 

1908 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

7,230 

1909 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

7,230 

1910 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

7,230 

1911 

120,500 

120,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

7,230 

1912 

120,500 

120,500 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

7,230 

1913 

120,500 

120,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

7,230 

1914 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

7,230 

1915 

120,500 

120,500 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

7,230 

1916 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

7.230 

1917 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

7,230 

1918 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

7,230 

1919 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

7,230 

1920 

120,500 

120,500 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

7,230 

1921 

120,500 

120,500 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

7,230 

1922 

120,500 

180,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

7,230 

1923 

120,500 

120,500 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

7,230 

1924 

120,500 

107,000 

13,500 

— 

64,400 

13,500 

““ 

13,500 

7,230 

1925 

171,400 

157,900 

13,500 

— 

13,500 

13,500 

10,284 

1926 

157,900 

144,400 

13,500 

— 

6,200 

13,500 

— 

13 , 500 

9,438 

1927 

150,600 

137 , 100 

13,500 

— 

““ 

13,500 

13,500 

9,036 

‘■Paid  before  maturity. 

2$2,000  paid  before  maturity. 

3§222,000  unmatured,  refunded  to  $222,000  in  1929. 


‘‘The  RFC  refunded  §223,646  for  $56,000.  Discount  $167,646. 
5$158,633  issued  in  addition  to  above  amounts,  but  date  of 
issue  and  record  of  payments  are  not  available. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

JERSEY  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Nutwood  Drainage  and 

1928 

$137,100 

$114,400 

$22,700 

_ 

$30,000 

$22,700 

__ 

$22,700 

$7,913 

Levee  District  -  Continued  1929 

144,400 

114,700 

29,700 

— 

-- 

29,700 

— 

29,700 

8,712 

1930 

114,700 

85,000 

29,700 

-- 

-- 

29,700 

— 

29,700 

6,867 

1931 

85,000 

55,300 

29,700 

-- 

— 

29,700 

-- 

29,700 

5,000 

1932 

55,300 

26,600 

28,700 

— 

50,000* 

5,300 

-- 

5,300 

1,662 

1933 

50,000 

50,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

1934 

50,000 

50,000 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

3,000 

1935 

50,000 

50,000 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

3,000 

1936 

50,000 

50,000 

— 

— 

— 

5,500J 

5,500 

3,000 

1937 

44 , 500 

40,000 

4,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Pan  Handle  Drainage  and 

1926 

_ 

_ 

_ 

$12,500 

__ 

$766 

Levee  District 

1927 

12,500 

11,000 

1,500 

— 

— 

5,0003 

5,000 

660 

1928 

7,500 

6,000 

1,500 

-- 

— 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

360 

1929 

6,000 

4,500 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

270 

1930 

4,500 

4,500 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

270 

1931 

4,500 

3,000 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

180 

1932 

3,000 

2,000 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

150 

1933 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

2,000 

60 

JOHNSON  COUNTY 

Belknap  District 

1902 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

17,500 

__ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

1903 

17,500 

16,625 

875 

— 

-- 

875 

— 

875 

1,050 

1904 

16,625 

15,750 

875 

-- 

-- 

875 

— 

875 

998 

1905 

15,750 

14,875 

875 

— 

-- 

875 

— 

875 

945 

1906 

14,875 

14 , 000 

875 

— 

-- 

875 

-- 

875 

893 

1907 

14 , 000 

13,125 

875 

-- 

— 

875 

-- 

875 

840 

1908 

13,125 

12,250 

875 

-- 

— 

875 

— 

875 

788 

1909 

12,250 

11,375 

875 

-- 

— 

875 

— 

875 

735 

1910 

11,375 

10,500 

875 

-- 

— 

875 

— 

875 

683 

1911 

10,500 

9,625 

875 

— 

— 

875 

— 

875 

630 

1912 

9,625 

8,750 

875 

— 

-- 

875 

— 

875 

578 

1913 

8,750 

7,875 

875 

-- 

-- 

875 

— 

875 

525 

1914 

7,875 

7,000 

875 

-- 

-- 

875 

— 

875 

473 

1915 

7,000 

6,125 

875 

-- 

14,745 

875 

-- 

875 

420 

1916 

20,870 

19,258 

1,612 

-- 

-- 

1,612 

— 

1,612 

1,252 

1917 

19,257 

17,646 

1,612 

-- 

-- 

1,612 

-- 

1,612 

1,155 

1918 

17,646 

16,033 

1,612 

-- 

— 

1,612 

— 

1,612 

1,059 

1919 

16,033 

14,421 

1,612 

-- 

— 

1,612 

-- 

1,612 

962 

1920 

14,421 

12,809 

1,612 

-- 

-- 

1,612 

— 

1,612 

865 

1921 

12,809 

11,197 

1,612 

-- 

-- 

1,612 

— 

1,612 

769 

1922 

11,197 

9,584 

1,612 

-- 

— 

1,612 

— 

1,612 

672 

1923 

9,584 

8,847 

737 

-- 

— 

737 

— 

737 

575 

1924 

8,847 

8,110 

737 

-- 

— 

737 

-- 

737 

531 

1925 

8,110 

7,373 

737 

-- 

— 

737 

— 

737 

487 

1926 

7,373 

6,635 

737 

— 

— 

737 

— 

737 

442 

1927 

6,635 

5,898 

737 

-- 

-- 

737 

— 

737 

398 

1928 

5,898 

5,161 

737 

-- 

— 

737 

-- 

737 

354 

1929 

5,161 

4,424 

737 

-- 

— 

737 

— 

737 

310 

1930 

4,424 

3,686 

737 

-- 

— 

737 

— 

737 

265 

1931 

3,686 

2,949 

737 

— 

-- 

737 

-- 

737 

221 

1932 

2,949 

2,212 

737 

-- 

-- 

737 

— 

737 

177 

1933 

2,212 

1,475 

737 

-- 

— 

737 

-- 

737 

133 

1934 

1,475 

737 

737 

-- 

-- 

737 

— 

737 

88 

1935 

737 

— 

737 

— 

— 

737 

— 

737 

44 

Vienna  District 

1915 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

16,524 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

1916 

16,524 

15,698 

826 

-- 

— 

826 

— 

826 

991 

1917 

15,698 

14,872 

826 

— 

-- 

826 

— 

826 

942 

1918 

14,872 

14,045 

826 

— 

-- 

826 

— 

826 

892 

1919 

14,045 

13,219 

826 

— 

2,008 

826 

-- 

826 

843 

1920 

15,227 

14,301 

926 

— 

-- 

926 

— 

926 

914 

1921 

14,301 

13,375 

926 

-- 

— 

926 

— 

926 

858 

1922 

13,375 

12,449 

926 

— 

-- 

926 

— 

926 

802 

1923 

12,449 

11,522 

926 

-- 

-- 

926 

— 

926 

747 

1924 

11,522 

10,596 

926 

— 

— 

926 

— 

936 

691 

1925 

10,596 

9,670 

926 

-- 

— 

926 

— 

926 

636 

1926 

9,670 

8,744 

926 

-- 

— 

926 

-- 

926 

580 

1927 

8,744 

7,818 

926 

-- 

6,784 

926 

— 

926 

525 

1928 

14,601 

13,317 

1,284 

— 

-- 

1,234 

— 

1,284 

876 

1929 

13,317 

11,934 

1,383 

— 

— 

1,383 

— 

1,383 

793 

1930 

11,934 

10,651 

1,283 

— 

— 

1,283 

-- 

1,283 

716 

1931 

10,651 

9,368 

1,283 

-- 

— 

1,283 

-- 

1,283 

637 

1932 

9,363 

8,085 

1,283 

— 

— 

1,283 

— 

1,283 

562 

1933 

8,085 

6,801 

1,283 

-- 

— 

1,283 

— 

1,283 

485 

1934 

6,801 

5,513 

1,283 

-- 

— 

1,283 

— 

1,283 

408 

1935 

5,518 

4,236 

1,283 

— 

— 

1,283 

— 

1,283 

331 

1936 

4,235 

3,778 

457 

— 

— 

457 

-- 

457 

254 

1937 

3,778 

3,213 

565 

— 

" 

208 

— 

208 

12 

1^50,000  refunded  for  $50,000.  $26,600  unmatured.  2Paid  before  maturity. 

024,400  maturing.  ^Includes  $3,500  paid  before  maturity. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

LAWRENCE  COUNTY 

Beaver  Pond  District 

1929 

_ 

__ 

_ 

$15,000 

__ 

— — 

_  _ 

_  _ 

1930 

$15,000 

$15,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

$900 

1931 

15,000 

12,000 

$3,000 

— 

-- 

$3,000 

— 

$3,000 

900 

1932 

12,000 

9,000 

3,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

720 

1933 

9,000 

6,000 

3,000 

— 

-- 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

540. 

1934 

6,000 

3,000 

3,000 

-- 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

360 

1935 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

180 

Birds  District 

1927 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

14,375 

_ 

__ 

__ 

— 

(Also  in  Crawford  County) 

1928 

14,375 

11,500 

2,875 

— 

— 

2,875 

-- 

2,875 

731 

1929 

11,500 

8,625 

2,875 

-- 

-- 

2,875 

-- 

2,875 

585 

1930 

8,625 

5,750 

2,875 

-- 

-- 

2,875 

— 

2,875 

439 

1931 

5,750 

2,875 

2,875 

— 

-- 

2,875 

— 

2,875 

293 

1932 

2,875 

— 

2,875 

— 

— 

2,875 

— 

2,875 

146 

England  Pond  District 

1928 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

67,680 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1929 

67,680 

67,630 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,922 

1930 

67,630 

67,680 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

3,896 

1931 

67,680 

67,680 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

3,896 

1932 

67,630 

63,860 

3,820 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

3,896 

1933 

67,680 

60,040 

3,820 

$3,820 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,667 

1934 

67,680 

56,220 

3,820 

7,640 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

3,542 

1935 

67,680 

52,400 

3,820 

11,460 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,750 

1936 

67,680 

48,580 

3,820 

15,280 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1937 

67,680 

44,760 

3,820 

19,100 

44,497* 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1938 

44,497 

44,497 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Otter  Pond  District 

1930 

-- 

.. 

_ 

-- 

10,000 

-- 

— 

_ 

1931 

10,000 

10,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

600 

1932 

10,000 

8,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

600 

1933 

8,000 

6,000 

2,000 

— 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

480 

1934 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

360 

1935 

4,000 

2,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

240 

1936 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

120 

Russell  and  Allison 

1923 

_ 

_ 

__ 

62,785 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

District 

1924 

62,735 

52,819 

9,966 

-- 

33,761 

9,966 

-- 

9,966 

3,827 

1925 

86 , 581 

76,615 

9,966 

-- 

2,977 

9,966 

-- 

9,966 

3,928 

1926 

79,591 

69,625 

9,966 

— 

-- 

9,966 

— 

9,966 

4,536 

1927 

69,625 

59,659 

9,966 

— 

-- 

9,966 

-- 

9,966 

3,998 

1928 

59,559 

49,693 

9,966 

— 

— 

9,966 

-- 

9,966 

3,460 

1929 

49,693 

39,727 

9,966 

-- 

-- 

9,966 

— 

9,966 

2,922 

1930 

39,727 

29,762 

9,966 

-- 

— 

9,966 

— 

9,966 

2,384 

1931 

29,762 

23,809 

5,952 

— 

— 

5,952 

— 

5,952 

1,786 

1932 

23,309 

17,857 

5,952 

-- 

-- 

5,952 

-- 

5,952 

1,429 

1933 

17,857 

11,905 

5,952 

— 

— 

5,952 

— 

5,952 

1,071 

1934 

11,905 

5,952 

5,952 

— 

-- 

5,952 

— 

5,952 

714 

1935 

5,952 

— 

5,952 

— 

— 

5,952 

— 

5,952 

357 

Taylor  Pond  District 

1930 

__ 

_ 

.. 

_ 

4,336 

— 

— 

— 

— 

(Also  in  Crawford  County) 

1931 

4,336 

4,336 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

173 

1932 

4,336 

4,336 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

260 

1933 

4,336 

4,336 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

260 

1934 

4,336 

2,800 

1,536 

-- 

— 

1,536 

-- 

1,536 

260 

1935 

2,800 

1,400 

1,400 

-- 

— 

1,400 

-- 

1,400 

168 

1936 

1,400 

— 

1,400 

— 

““ 

1,400 

“  “ 

1,400 

84 

LEE  COUNTY 

Inlet  Swamp  District 

1930 

_ 

_ 

__ 

18,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

1931 

18,500 

17,000 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

1,110 

1932 

17,000 

15,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

1,020 

1933 

15,000 

13,500 

1,500 

— 

-- 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

900 

1934 

13,500 

11,500 

2,000 

— 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

810 

1935 

11,500 

9,500 

2,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

690 

1936 

11,500 

7,500 

2,000 

2,000 

— 

1,000 

$2,000 

3,000 

521 

1937 

8,500 

6,500 

1,000 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

1,000 

2,000 

549 

1938 

6,500 

6,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

90 

Union  District  #1 

1928 

_ 

— 

67,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

(Townships  of  Hamilton 

1929 

67,000 

67,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

3,200 

and  Hahnaman)  (Also 

1930 

67,000 

62,000 

5,000 

— 

— 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

3,200 

in  Whiteside  County) 

1931 

62,000 

57,000 

5,000 

-- 

— 

5,000 

-- 

5,000 

2,950 

1932 

57,000 

55,000 

2,000 

— 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

2,800 

1933 

55,000 

52,000 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

2,603 

1934 

52,000 

49,000 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

—  . 

3,000 

2,600 

1935 

49,000 

46,000 

3,000 

— 

-- 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

2,350 

1936 

46,000 

43,000 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

2,100 

1937 

43,000 

40,000 

3,000 

— 

11,000* 

11,000 

1,500 

1 Includes  *8  ,000  paid  before  maturity 


2The  RFC  refunded  $67,680  for  $44,497.  Discount  $23,183 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  on  Principal 

Total 

Maturing  In 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

LEE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Hamilton  District  #1 

1929 

$15,000 

$14 , 000 

$1,000 

_ 

$15,000 

$1,000 

_ 

$1,000 

$650 

(Hamilton  Township) 

1930 

14,000 

13,000 

1,000 

-- 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

1,100 

1931 

13,000 

12,000 

1,000 

— 

-- 

1,000 

-- 

1,000 

1,050 

1932 

12,000 

10,500 

1,500 

— 

-- 

3,000* 

3,  000 

650 

1933 

9,000 

9,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

525 

1934 

9,000 

7,500 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

450 

1935 

7,500 

6,000 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

375 

1936 

6,000 

4,500 

1,500 

-- 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

300 

1937 

4,500 

3,000 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

225 

1930 

3,000 

1,500 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

150 

Harmon  District  #1 

1927 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

28,500 

_  _ 

_ 

_  _ 

855 

(Harmon  Township) 

1928 

28,500 

22,500 

6,000 

— 

— 

6,000 

— 

6,000 

1,724 

1929 

22,500 

14,500 

8,000 

-- 

— 

9 , 000* 

9,000 

1,413 

1930 

13 , 500 

6,500 

7,000 

— 

-- 

6,000 

— 

6,000 

864 

1931 

7,500 

— 

6,500 

$1,000 

— 

3,000 

$1,000 

4,000 

475 

1932 

3,500 

— 

— 

3,500 

-- 

— 

3,000 

3,000 

233 

1933 

500 

— 

— 

500 

— 

— 

500 

500 

16 

LIVINGSTON  COUNTY 

Champlain  District1 * 3 

1930 

15,800 

11,950 

3,850 

_ 

15,800 

3,850 

_ 

3,850 

948 

1931 

11,950 

8,000 

3,950 

-- 

-- 

1,950 

-- 

1,950 

820 

1932 

10,000 

4,000 

4,000 

2,000 

-- 

4,000 

750 

4,750 

300 

1933 

5,250 

-- 

4,000 

1,250 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

125 

1934 

5,250 

— 

— 

5,250 

-- 

-- 

1,210 

1,210 

252 

1935 

4,040 

— 

— 

4,040 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1936 

4,040 

— 

— 

4,040 

— 

— 

3,470 

3,470 

— 

Long  Point  Nebraska 

1928 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

21,200 

_ 

_  _ 

__  _ 

District 

1929 

21,200 

15,900 

5,300 

— 

— 

5,300 

— 

5,300 

742 

1930 

15,900 

10,600 

5,300 

-- 

— 

5,300 

— 

5,300 

954 

1931 

10,600 

5,300 

5,300 

— 

-- 

5,300 

-- 

5,300 

636 

1932 

5,300 

5,300 

— 

— 

5,300 

— 

5,300 

318 

LOGAN  COUNTY 

Lower  Salt  Creek  District4 

1929 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

193,000 

__ 

__ 

1930 

193,000 

193,000 

— 

— 

— 

5,000 

__ 

5,000 

10,  580 

1931 

188,000 

188,000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

10,340 

1932 

188,000 

188,000 

— 

-- 

— 

1,000* 

— 

1,000 

10,285 

1933 

187,000 

187,000 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

_ 

6,530 

1934 

187,000 

180,000 

7,000 

— 

— 

11,6666 

11,666 

6,093 

1935 

175,334 

167,000 

8,334 

-- 

— 

4,750 

— 

4,750 

14,608 

1936 

170,584 

154 , 000 

13,000 

3,584 

-- 

720 

3,584 

4,304 

8,187 

1937 

166,281 

141,000 

13,000 

12,281 

— 

4,283 

4,283 

4,353 

MACON  COUNTY 

Illlni  Special  District 

1925 

_ 

__ 

_ 

_  _ 

35,000 

„ 

__ 

1926 

35,000 

31,500 

3,500 

— 

— 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

1,650 

1927 

31,500 

28,000 

3,500 

-- 

— 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

1,500 

1928 

28,000 

24 , 500 

3,500 

— 

— 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

1,313 

1929 

24 , 500 

21,000 

3,500 

— 

— 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

1,138 

1930 

21,000 

17,500 

3,500 

-- 

— 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

963 

1931 

17,500 

14,000 

3,500 

-- 

-- 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

788 

1932 

14,000 

10,500 

3,500 

-- 

3,500 

__ 

3,500 

613 

1933 

10,500 

7,000 

3,500 

-- 

— 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

438 

1934 

7,000 

3,500 

3,500 

-- 

— 

3,500 

_ 

3,500 

263 

1935 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

— 

— 

3,500 

— 

3,500 

88 

Northeast  Decatur 

1929 

_  _ 

_  _ 

17,250 

District 

1930 

17,250 

13,800 

3,450 

-- 

3,450 

_ 

3,450 

863 

1931 

13,800 

10,350 

3,450 

-- 

— 

3,450 

-- 

3,450 

828 

1932 

10,350 

6,900 

3,450 

-- 

— 

3,450 

— 

3,450 

621 

1933 

6,900 

3,450 

3,450 

-- 

— 

3,450 

— 

3,450 

414 

1934 

3,450 

— 

3,450 

— 

— 

3,450 

— 

3,450 

207 

Powers-Cassell  District 

1930 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

18,900 

__ 

284 

1931 

18,900 

16,800 

2,100 

— 

2,100 

_ 

2,100 

1,134 

1932 

16,800 

14 , 700 

2,100 

— 

— 

840 

— 

840 

1,008 

1933 

15,960 

12,600 

2,100 

1,260 

-- 

2,100 

1,260 

3,360 

958 

1934 

12,600 

10,500 

2,100 

-- 

— 

2,100 

— 

2,100 

832 

1935 

10,500 

8,400 

2,100 

— 

— 

2,100 

— 

2,100 

706 

1936 

8,400 

6,300 

2,100 

-- 

— 

2,100 

__ 

2,100 

580 

1937 

6,300 

4,200 

2,100 

— 

— 

2,100 

— 

2,100 

454 

1 Includes  $1,500  paid  before  maturity. 

1  Includes  $1,000  paid  before  maturity. 

3 No  records  available  after  1936. 


*Data  for  this  district  very  Incomplete. 
*Paid  before  maturity. 

“Includes  $4,666  paid  before  maturity. 
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Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

District 

Year 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

MADISON  COUNTY 

Cahokia  Creek  Drainage 

1921 

$78,500 

and  Levee  District 

1922 

$78,500 

$69,600 

$8,900 

— 

— 

$11,400* 

$11,400 

$3,207 

1923 

67,100 

59,400 

7,700 

-- 

— 

7,700 

7,700 

3,632 

1924 

59,400 

51,700 

7,700 

-- 

-- 

12,200* 

12,200 

3,527 

1925 

47,200 

39,500 

7,700 

— 

-- 

9 , 7003 

9,700 

2,696 

1926 

37,500 

29,800 

7,700 

-- 

— 

7,700 

— 

7,700 

2,190 

1927 

29,800 

22,100 

7,700 

— 

-- 

7,700 

— 

7,700 

1,698 

1928 

22,100 

14,400 

7,700 

-- 

7,700 

-- 

7,700 

1,326 

1929 

14,400 

6,700 

7,700 

-- 

— 

7,700 

-- 

7,700 

864 

1930 

6,700 

— 

6,700 

— 

— 

6,700 

— 

6,700 

402 

Chouteau  Island  Drainage 

1927 

-- 

__ 

-- 

13,000 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

and  Levee  District 

1928 

13,000 

10,400 

2,600 

-- 

— 

2,600 

2,600 

715 

1929 

10,400 

7,800 

2,600 

-- 

— 

2,600 

2,600 

572 

1930 

7,800 

5,200 

2,600 

-- 

-- 

2,600 

— 

2,600 

429 

1931 

5,200 

2,600 

2,600 

-- 

-- 

2,600 

-- 

2,600 

236 

1932 

2,600 

-- 

2,600 

-- 

— 

2,100 

— 

2,100 

143 

1933 

500 

— 

— 

$500 

— 

— 

$500 

500 

28 

Chouteau,  Nameoki,  and 

1924 

_ 

— 

-- 

58,900 

.. 

— 

-- 

— 

Venice  Drainage  and 

1925 

58,900 

55,800 

3,100 

-- 

— 

3,100 

— 

3,100 

3,240 

Levee  District 

1926 

55,800 

52,700 

3,100 

-- 

-- 

5, 1004 

5,100 

3,030 

1927 

50,700 

47,600 

3,100 

-- 

-- 

3,100 

- 

3,100 

2,789 

1928 

47,600 

44,500 

3,100 

-- 

— 

3,100 

3,100 

2,613 

1929 

44,500 

41,400 

3,100 

— 

— 

4,2005 

4,200 

2,402 

1S30 

40,300 

37,200 

3,100 

-- 

-- 

3,100 

-- 

3,100 

2,222 

1931 

37,200 

34,100 

3,100 

-- 

— 

3,100 

— 

3,100 

2,046 

1932 

34,100 

31,000 

3,100 

-- 

— 

3,100 

-- 

3,100 

1,875 

1933 

31,000 

27,900 

3,100 

— 

— 

2,600 

— 

2,600 

1,705 

1934 

28,400 

24,800 

3,100 

500 

— 

3,100 

500 

3,600 

1,535 

1935 

24,800 

21 , 700 

3,100 

-- 

-- 

3,100 

-- 

3,100 

1,364 

1936 

21 , 700 

18,600 

3,100 

-- 

— 

3,100 

— 

3,100 

1,194 

1937 

18,600 

15,500 

3,100 

— 

3,100 

3,100 

842 

County  Ditch  Drainage 

1931 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,800 

8006 

-- 

800 

98 

and  Levee  District 

1932 

2,000 

1,500 

500 

— 

-- 

1, 500 3 

1,500 

79 

1933 

500 

500 

— 

— 

500  6 

_ 

500 

5 

Foster  Drainage  and 

1923 

14,100 

13,600 

500 

__ 

14,100 

500 

__ 

500 

3 

Levee  District 

1924 

13,600 

11,900 

1,700 

-- 

-- 

1,700 

-- 

1,700 

752 

1925 

11,900 

10,200 

1,700 

-- 

-- 

1,700 

— 

1,700 

714 

1926 

10,200 

8,500 

1,700 

— 

-- 

1,700 

— 

1,700 

612 

1927 

8,500 

6,800 

1,700 

-- 

-- 

1,700 

— 

1,700 

510 

1928 

6,800 

5,100 

1,700 

-- 

-- 

1,700 

-- 

1,700 

449 

1929 

5,100 

3,400 

1,700 

-- 

-- 

1,700 

— 

1,700 

306 

1930 

3,400 

1,700 

1,700 

— 

-- 

1,700 

— 

1,700 

212 

1931 

1,700 

— 

1,700 

— 

““ 

1,700 

— 

1,700 

107 

Wood  River  Drainage 

1913 

-- 

.. 

__ 

43,000 

— 

— 

.. 

-- 

and  Levee  District 

1914 

43,000 

41,000 

2,000 

-- 

4,800 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

2,733 

1915 

45,800 

43,100 

2,700 

-- 

-- 

2,700 

-- 

2,700 

2,848 

1916 

43,100 

40,800 

2,300 

-- 

— 

2,300 

-- 

2,300 

2,586 

1917 

40,800 

38,100 

2,700 

-- 

-- 

4,200* 

— 

4,200 

2,448 

1918 

36,600 

34,600 

2,000 

— 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

2,196 

1919 

34,500 

31,900 

2,700 

-- 

— 

2,700 

— 

2,700 

2,  076 

1920 

31,900 

29 , 500 

2,400 

— 

— 

2,400 

— 

2,400 

1,914 

1921 

29,500 

27,000 

2,500 

— 

— 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

1,770 

1922 

27,000 

24 , 700 

2,300 

— 

— 

2,300 

-- 

2,300 

1,620 

1923 

24,700 

22,200 

2,500 

— 

— 

2,  500 

— 

2,500 

1,482 

1924 

22,200 

19,900 

2,300 

-- 

-- 

2,300 

— 

2,300 

1,332 

1925 

19,900 

17,400 

2,500 

-- 

— 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

1,195 

1926 

17,400 

15,000 

2,400 

-- 

-- 

2,400 

— 

2,400 

1,044 

1927 

15,000 

12,300 

2,700 

-- 

— 

2,700 

— 

2,700 

900 

1928 

12,300 

10,300 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

738 

1929 

10,300 

7,600 

2,700 

-- 

30,000 

2,700 

— 

2,700 

618 

1930 

37,600 

35,600 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

1,608 

1931 

35,600 

30,900 

4,700 

-- 

— 

4,700 

— 

4,700 

2,136 

1932 

20,900 

26,000 

4,900 

-- 

— 

4,400 

— 

4,400 

1,854 

1933 

26,500 

24,000 

2,000 

500 

5,000 

2,000 

-- 

2,  000 

1,590 

1934 

29,500 

27,000 

2,000 

500 

— 

2,000 

500 

2,500 

1,770 

1935 

27,000 

25,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

1,620 

1936 

25,000 

23,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

1,500 

1937 

23,000 

21,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

2,000 

1,380 

1938 

21 , 000 

19,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

1,260 

1939 

19,000 

17,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

1,140 

1 Include s 
1  Includes 
* Includes 
4  Includes 
5Includes 


52.500  paid  before 

54 . 500  paid  before 
$2,000  paid  before 
52,000  paid  before 
vl,100  paid  before 


maturity. 

maturity. 

maturity. 

maturity. 

maturity. 


6  Includes 
* Inc lude  s 
8Includes 
*  Includes 


$800  paid  before  maturity, 
v 1,000  paid  before  maturity. 
5500  paid  before  maturity. 
§1,500  paid  before  maturity. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

MASON  COUNTY 

> 

Bulls  Eye  Special 

1928 

-- 

-- 

$28,300 

_ 

_ 

$519 

District 

1929 

$28,300 

$28,300 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

165 

1930 

28,300 

27,000 

$1,300 

-- 

— 

$1,300 

— 

$1,300 

1,502 

1931 

27,000 

24 , 000 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

1,540 

1932 

24,000 

21,000 

3,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

1,045 

1933 

21,000 

18,000 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

-- 

3,000 

1,265 

1934 

18,000 

15,000 

3,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

990 

1935 

15,000 

12,000 

3,000 

-- 

-- 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

825 

1936 

12,000 

9,000 

3,000 

— 

-- 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

605 

1937 

9,000 

6,000 

3,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Chautauqua  Drainage  and 

1917 

— 

.. 

__ 

_ 

169,920 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Levee  District 

1918 

169,920 

169,920 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

15,293 

1919 

169,920 

169,920 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

10,195 

1920 

169,920 

169,920 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

10,195 

1921 

169,920 

169,920 

— 

-- 

57,765 

-- 

— 

— 

9,835 

1922 

227,685 

210,765 

16,920 

-- 

-- 

12,119 

-- 

12,119 

11,781 

1923 

215,566 

187,765 

23,000 

$4,801 

-- 

12,934 

— 

12,934 

12,766 

1924 

202,632 

164,765 

23 , 000 

14,867 

-- 

7,000 

$2,000 

9,000 

4,230 

1925 

193,632 

141,765 

23 , 000 

28,867 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

__ 

1926 

193,632] 

117, 7651 

24 , 000 

51,867 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Hickory  Grove  Drainage 

1889 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

17,000 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_ 

_ 

District  (Also  in 

1890 

17,000 

17,000 

-- 

— 

5,000 

— 

— 

_ 

765 

Tazewell  County ) 

1391 

22,000 

22,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

-- 

— 

__ 

1,250 

1892 

23,000 

23 , 000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,380 

1893 

23,000 

23,000 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

__ 

1,380 

1894 

23,000 

23,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

_ 

1,380 

1895 

23,000 

17,500 

5,500 

-- 

— 

5,500 

— 

5,500 

1,380 

1896 

17,500 

11,500 

6,000 

-- 

-- 

6,000 

— 

6,000 

1,050 

1897 

11,500 

6,000 

5,500 

— 

-- 

5,500 

— 

5,500 

665 

1898 

6,000 

1,500 

4,500 

-- 

— 

5,500* 

5,500 

360 

1899 

500 

-- 

500 

-- 

-- 

500 

— 

500 

30 

1929 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

17,360 

-- 

__ 

__ 

_ 

1930 

17,360 

17,360 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

868 

1931 

17,360 

13,020 

4,340 

— 

— 

4,340 

-- 

4,340 

1,042 

1932 

13,020 

8,680 

4,340 

-- 

-- 

4,340 

-- 

4,340 

781 

1933 

8,680 

4,340 

4,340 

-- 

— 

4,340 

-- 

4,340 

521 

1934 

4,340 

— 

4,340 

— 

— 

4,340 

4,340 

260 

Long  Branch  Special 

1929 

-- 

_ 

_ 

__ 

31,500 

_  _ 

_  — 

__ 

District 

1930 

31,500 

28,350 

3,150 

— 

— 

3,150 

— 

3,150 

1,735 

1931 

20,350 

25,200 

3,150 

— 

-- 

3,150 

3,150 

1,701 

1932 

25,200 

22,050 

3,150 

-- 

— 

3,150 

-- 

3,150 

1,512 

1933 

22,050 

18,900 

3,150 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

1,323 

1934 

22,050 

15,750 

3,150 

3,150 

— * 

3,150 

3,150 

6,300 

1  j  134 

1935 

15,750 

12,600 

3,150 

— 

-- 

-- 

_ 

_ 

945 

1936 

15,750 

9,450 

3,150 

3,150 

— 

_ 

3,150 

3,150 

756 

1937 

12,600 

6,300 

3,150 

3,150 

-- 

3,150 

3,150 

6,300 

567 

1938 

6,300 

3,150 

3,150 

— 

— 

— 

— 

189 

Mason  City  District  #1 

1919 

— 

_ 

_  — 

_ 

9,000 

1920 

9,000 

7,500 

1,500 

— 

5,500 

500 

500 

540 

1921 

14 , 000 

11,000 

2,000 

1,000 

— 

500 

500 

1,000 

840 

1922 

13,000 

12,000 

2,000 

2,000 

3,000 

500 

1,000 

1,500 

814 

1923 

14 , 500 

9,400 

2,600 

2,500 

— 

— 

__ 

930 

1924 

14,500 

5,300 

1,100 

5,100 

-- 

2,100* 

4,600 

6,700 

324 

1925 

5,800 

4,200 

2,100 

500 

— 

2,100 

2,100 

360 

1926 

4,700 

3,100 

1,100 

500 

-- 

1,100 

500 

1,600 

342 

1927 

3,100 

2,000 

2,100 

-- 

-- 

2,100 

2,100 

246 

1928 

2,000 

1,000 

1,000 

-- 

-- 

1,000 

_ 

1,000 

120 

1929 

1,000 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

60 

Mason  and  Tazewell 

1927 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

136,000 

District 

1928 

136,000 

122,000 

14,000 

— 

14,000 

_ 

14,000 

6,875 

1929 

122,000 

109,000 

13,000 

-- 

— 

13,000 

— 

13,000 

7,095 

1930 

109,000 

95,000 

14,000 

-- 

— 

14,000 

— 

14 , 000 

5,665 

1931 

95,000 

82,000 

13,000 

-- 

-- 

13,000 

__ 

13,000 

4,730 

1932 

82,  000 

68,000 

14 , 000 

— 

-- 

14 , 000 

__ 

14 , 000 

4,785 

1933 

68,000 

54,000 

14 , 000 

-- 

— 

14 , 000 

__ 

14,000 

4,015 

1934 

54,000 

41,000 

13,000 

-- 

— 

13 , 000 

-- 

13,000 

2,  970 

1935 

41,000 

27,000 

14,000 

-- 

— 

14,000 

-- 

14 , 000 

2,310 

1936 

27,000 

14 , 000 

13,000 

— 

-- 

13 , 000 

— 

13 , 000 

1,430 

1937 

14 , 000 

14 , 000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

District  purchased  by  U.S.  Biological  Survey  for  game  preserve;  ‘includes  fl.000  paid  before  maturity. 

Information  unavailable  as  to  disposition  of  outstanding 

indebtedness. 
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TABLE  III— BONDS  ISSUED.  PAID.  AND  OUTSTANDING— continued 


District 

Year 

Payment  s 
of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 
Payment  s 

Total 

MC  LEA},  COUNTY 

Brokaw,  Brining,  Bailey 

1922 

-- 

_ 

_ 

__ 

$50,000 

__ 

-- 

-- 

_ 

and  Linton  District 

1920 

y50 , 000 

045,000 

$5,000 

— 

— 

$5,000 

— 

$5,000 

$2,500 

1924 

45,000 

40,000 

5,000 

-- 

— 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

2,250 

1925 

40,000 

35,000 

5,000 

-- 

— 

5,000 

-- 

5,000 

2,000 

1926 

35,000 

30,000 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

5,000 

-- 

5,000 

1,750 

1927 

30,  000 

25,000 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

1,500 

1928 

25,000 

20,000 

5,000 

-- 

— 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

1,250 

1929 

20,000 

15,000 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

1,000 

1930 

15,000 

10,000 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

5,000 

-- 

5,000 

750 

1931 

10,000 

5,000 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

500 

1932 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

5,000 

250 

Downs  Mutual  District5 

1925 

-- 

_ 

_ 

-- 

17,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

1926 

17,500 

16 , 000 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

875 

1927 

16,000 

14 , 000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

4 , 0001 2 

-- 

4,000 

800 

1928 

12,000 

12,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

__ 

— 

500 

1929 

12, 000 

10,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

5,500= 

5,500 

495 

1930 

6,500 

6,500 

— 

-- 

— 

S.OOO1 

— 

2,000 

325 

1931 

4,500 

4,500 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

225 

1932 

4,500 

3,500 

1,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

225 

1933 

4,500 

2,000 

1,500 

$1,000 

-- 

-- 

$500 

500 

222 

1954 

4,000 

— 

2,000 

2,000 

““ 

— 

1,500 

1,500 

150 

Empire  Special  District 

1925 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

7,000 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1926 

7,000 

6,500 

500 

— 

— 

500 

— 

500 

550 

1927 

6,500 

6,000 

500 

-- 

-- 

3,0003 

3,000 

325 

1920 

3,500 

3 , 500 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

175 

1929 

3,500 

3,500 

-- 

— 

5004 

500 

150 

1930 

3,000 

3,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1.5004 

1,500 

100 

1531 

1 , 500 

1,500 

— 

-- 

-- 

5004 

500 

75 

1932 

1,000 

1,000 

— 

— 

1.0004 

1,000 

56 

Mutual  Benefit  District15 

1929 

16 , 000 

14,000 

2,000 

16,000 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

430 

1930 

14,000 

12,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,  000 

840 

1931 

12,000 

10,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

690 

1932 

10,500 

8,000 

2,000 

500 

-- 

2,  000 

500 

2,500 

630 

1933 

8,000 

6,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

480 

1934 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2, 500 7 

2,  500 

360 

1935 

3,500 

2,000 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

1,500 

210 

Patton  District 

1923 

-- 

_ 

— 

__ 

29,000 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1929 

29,000 

26,000 

3,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

1,450 

1930 

29,000 

24 , 500 

1,500 

3,000 

— 

500 

3,000 

3,500 

1,381 

1931 

25,500 

21,000 

3,500 

1,000 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

1,281 

1932 

22,500 

17,500 

5 , 500 

1,500 

— 

1,000 

500 

1,500 

199 

1933 

21,000 

14 , 000 

3,500 

3,500 

— 

500 

500 

413 

1934 

20,500 

10,500 

5,500 

6,500 

— 

-- 

1,500 

1,500 

513 

1535 

19,000 

7,000 

3,500 

8,500 

— 

— 

3,500 

3,500 

432 

1936 

15,500 

o  ,  500 

3 , 500 

3,500 

— 

-- 

8,500 

3,500 

348 

1937 

7,000 

-- 

•j ,  500 

3, 500 

— 

-- 

3,500 

o  f  300 

104 

1930 

3,500 

— 

-- 

3,500 

— 

— 

2,000 

2,  000 

410 

1939 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,000 

1,000 

86 

Sangamon  P.iver  District 

1925 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

14,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1926 

14,500 

13,000 

1,500 

-- 

— 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

870 

1927 

13,000 

11,500 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

780 

1920 

11,500 

10,000 

1,500 

-- 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

690 

1929 

10,000 

8,500 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

600 

1930 

8,500 

7,000 

1 , 500 

-- 

— 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

510 

1931 

7,000 

5,500 

1,500 

— 

— 

1 , 500 

— 

1,500 

420 

1932 

5,500 

4,000 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

310 

1933 

4,000 

2,500 

1,500 

-- 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

240 

1934 

2,500 

1 , 000 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1 , 500 

-- 

1,500 

150 

1935 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

"  “ 

— 

1,000 

1,000 

60 

MASSAC  COUNTY 

Cache  Hiver  District 

1912 

_ 

_ 

__ 

90,000 

_ 

_ 

__ 

-- 

1913 

90,000 

90,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

3,600 

1914 

90,000 

85,000 

5,000 

— 

37,500 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

6,525 

1915 

122,500 

111,500 

11,000 

— 

44,095 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

8,541 

1916 

155,595 

144,190 

11,405 

-- 

20,650 

11,405 

-- 

11,405 

9,637 

1917 

164,020 

150,025 

13,995 

— 

9,880 

13,995 

— 

13,995 

9,989 

1913 

160,705 

144,110 

16,595 

-- 

24,570 

16,595 

-- 

16,595 

9,868 

1919 

168,630 

154,750 

13,930 

-- 

-- 

13,930 

— 

13,930 

10,426 

1920 

154,750 

140,820 

13,930 

— 

6,000 

13,930 

13,930 

9,465 

1 Includes  **2,000  paid  before  maturity. 

2 Includes  $3,500  paid  before  maturity. 

3  Includes  $2,500  paid  before  maturity. 

4Total  paid  before  maturity. 


5jfo  records  available  after  1934. 

^ No  records  available  after  1935. 
^Includes  $500  paid  before  maturity, 
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• 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

District 

Year 

Total 

Maturing 

Subsequent 

Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

MASSAC  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Cache  River  District  - 

1921 

$146,820 

$131,910 

$14,910 

-- 

— 

$14,910 

— 

$14,910 

$8,809 

Continued 

1922 

131,910 

119,080 

12,830 

-- 

12,830 

-- 

12,830 

7,915 

1923 

119,080 

106,2  50 

12,830 

-- 

-- 

12,830 

-- 

12,830 

7,145 

1924 

106,250 

93,420 

12,830 

-- 

$5,200 

12,830 

-- 

12,830 

6,362 

1925 

98,620 

86,440 

12,180 

-- 

— 

12,180 

-- 

12,130 

5,839 

1926 

86,440 

74,260 

12,180 

-- 

-- 

12,180 

-- 

12,180 

5,186 

1927 

74,260 

62,080 

12,180 

-- 

-- 

12,180 

— 

12,180 

4,4  56 

1928 

62,080 

49,900 

12,180 

— 

-- 

12,180 

-- 

12,180 

3,725 

1929 

49,900 

38,914 

10,986 

— 

956 

10,986 

-- 

10,986 

3,023 

1930 

39,869 

28,883 

10,986 

-- 

-- 

10,986 

-- 

10,986 

2,392 

1931 

28,383 

17,897 

10,986 

— 

-- 

10,986 

-- 

10,986 

1,643 

1932 

17,897 

11,911 

5,986 

-- 

-- 

5,986 

-- 

5,986 

1,074 

1933 

11,911 

6,425 

5,486 

-- 

-- 

5,486 

-- 

5,486 

695 

1934 

6,425 

4,054 

2,371 

-- 

-- 

2,371 

— 

2,371 

384 

1935 

4,054 

2,352 

1,701 

-- 

— 

1,701 

— 

1,701 

243 

1936 

2,352 

1,176 

1,176 

— 

-- 

1,176 

-- 

1,176 

141 

1937 

1,176 

— 

1,176 

1,176 

“ “ 

1,176 

71 

MENARD  COUNTY 

Oakford  Special  District 

1927 

-- 

.. 

— 

19,500 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1928 

19,500 

19,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,168 

1929 

19,500 

19,500 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,170 

1930 

19,500 

19,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1,170 

1931 

19,500 

17,500 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

1,170 

1932 

17,500 

15,500 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

1,050 

1933 

15,500 

13,500 

2,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

-- 

1,000 

945 

1934 

14 , 500 

11,500 

2,000 

$1 , 000 

-- 

2,000 

$1,000 

3,000 

894 

1935 

11,500 

9,500 

2,000 

— 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

690 

1936 

9,500 

7,500 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

““ 

2,000 

570 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 

Blue  Grass  District 

1922 

36,000 

31,500 

4,500 

— 

36,000 

4,500 

_ 

4,500 

945 

1923 

31,500 

27,000 

4,500 

-- 

-- 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

1,898 

1924 

27,000 

22,500 

4,500 

— 

— 

4,500 

-- 

4,500 

1,620 

1925 

22,500 

18 , 000 

4,500 

-- 

-- 

4,500 

-- 

4,500 

1,350 

1926 

18,000 

13,500 

4,500 

-- 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

1,080 

1927 

13,500 

9,000 

4,500 

— 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

810 

1928 

9,000 

4,500 

4,500 

— 

-- 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

540 

1929 

4,500 

4,500 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

270 

1930 

4,500 

“  ” 

4,500 

”  “ 

— 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

270 

PEORIA  COUNTY 

Banner  Special  Drainage 

1913 

— 

— 

147,500 

— 

— 

__ 

_ 

and  Levee  District 

1914 

147,500 

147,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

8,850* 

(Also  in  Fulton  County) 

1915 

147,500 

147,500 

-- 

-- 

60,000 

— 

— 

-- 

8,850 

1916 

207,500 

207,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

12,450 

1917 

207,500 

207 , 500 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

12,450 

1918 

207,500 

207,500 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

12,450 

1919 

207,500 

207,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

12,450 

1920 

207,500 

190,000 

17,500 

-- 

— 

17,500 

— 

17,500 

12,450 

1921 

190,000 

163,000 

22,000 

— 

75,000 

22,000 

-- 

22,000 

11,400 

1922 

243,000 

213,500 

29 , 500 

-- 

-- 

23 , 500 

-- 

23 , 500 

14,580 

1923 

219,500 

184,000 

29 , 500 

6,000 

— 

13,500 

-- 

13 , 500 

13,170 

1924 

206,000 

154,000 

30,000 

22,000 

— 

13,500 

— 

13,500 

12,360 

1925 

192,500 

124,000 

30,000 

38 , 500 

-- 

13,500 

-- 

13 , 500 

14,227 

1926 

179,000 

94,000 

30,000 

55,000 

— 

15,500 

-- 

13,500 

11,145 

1927 

165,500 

64,000 

30,000 

71,500 

100,500 

11,500 

— 

11,500 

10,24  5 

1928 

254,500* 

134,500* 

30, 000 2 

90.0002 

254,500* 

-- 

-- 

5,553 

1929 

254,500 

254.500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,0003 

— 

1,000 

11,183 

1930 

253,500 

251,500 

2,000 

-- 

— 

3,000* 

— 

3,000 

12,843 

1931 

250,500 

243,500 

7,000 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1,001 

1932 

250,500 

235,500 

8,000 

7,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1933 

250,500 

227,500 

8,000 

15,000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1934 

250,500 

219,500 

8,000 

23,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1935 

250,500 

210,500 

9,000 

31,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1936 

250,500 

201,500 

9,000 

40,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1937 

250,500 

250,500? 

192,500 

9,000 

49,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1938 

182,500s 

10,000? 

58,000? 

64,000? 

— 

— 

— 

1939 

64,000 

64,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Pekin  and  LaMarsh  Drainage 

1924 

_ 

_ 

_ 

94,735 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

and  Levee  District 

1925 

94,735 

92,500 

2,235 

— 

-- 

2,235 

-- 

2,235 

5,684 

1926 

92,500 

90,000 

2,500 

— 

-- 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

5,550 

1927 

90,000 

87,500 

2,500 

— 

— 

2,500 

— 

2,  500 

5,400 

1Intera3t  1914  through  1924  calculated. 

*$254,500  refunded  for  $254,500  unmatured  $134,500. 

Maturing  $30,000.  Delinquent  $90,000. 

3Pald  before  maturity. 


*  Includes  $1  ,000  paid  before  maturity. 

Refunded  by  RFC  for  $64,000.  Discount  $186,500.  Unmatured 
$182,500.  Maturing  $10,000.  Delinquent  $58,000. 
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TABLE  III— BONDS  ISSUED.  PAID.  AND  OUTSTANDING— continued 


District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Years 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payment.: 

Total 

PEORIA  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Pekin  and  X  iMarsh  Drainage 

1928 

$87,500 

$85,000 

$2,500 

__ 

-- 

$2,500 

__ 

$2,500 

$5,250 

and  Levee  District  - 

1929 

85,000 

82,500 

2,500 

— 

$37,200 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

5,100 

Continued 

1930 

119,700 

117,200 

2,500 

-- 

-- 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

7,182 

1931 

117,200 

114,700 

2,500 

— 

-- 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

7,032 

1932 

114,700 

112,200 

2,500 

-- 

— 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

6,882 

1933 

112,200 

109,700 

2,500 

-- 

-- 

2,500 

-- 

2,500 

6,732 

1934 

109,700 

107,200 

2,500 

— 

-- 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

6,582 

1935 

107,200 

— 

107,200 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

6,432 

1936 

107,200 

— 

— 

$107,200 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

4,141 

1937 

107,200 

— 

— 

107,200 

88,200J 

“ — 

— 

4,529 

PIKE  COUNTY 

McGee  Creek  Levee  and 

1906 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

111,000 

_ 

_ 

.. 

_ 

Drainage  District 

1907 

111,000 

111,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

6,660 

(Also  in  Brown  County) 

1908 

111,000 

111,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

6,660 

1909 

111,000 

111,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

6,660 

1910 

111,000 

111,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

6,660 

1911 

111,000 

111,000 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

6,660 

1912 

111,000 

105,000 

6,000 

-- 

— 

6,000 

— 

6,000 

6,660 

1913 

105,000 

97,500 

7,500 

— 

— 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

6,300 

1914 

97,500 

90,000 

7,500 

-- 

-- 

7,500 

-- 

7,500 

5,850 

1915 

90,000 

82,500 

7,500 

— 

-- 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

5,400 

1916 

82,500 

75,000 

7,500 

-- 

-- 

7,500 

-- 

7,500 

5,040 

1917 

75,000 

67,500 

7,500 

-- 

— 

15, 0002 

-- 

15,000 

4,500 

1918 

60,000 

60,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

4,050 

1919 

60,000 

52,500 

7,500 

-- 

— 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

3,600 

1920 

52,500 

45,000 

7,500 

-- 

-- 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

3,150 

1921 

45,000 

37,500 

7,500 

— 

-- 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

2,700 

1922 

37,500 

30,000 

7,500 

-- 

-- 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

2,250 

1923 

30,000 

22,500 

7,500 

— 

— 

7,500 

-- 

7,500 

1,800 

1924 

22,500 

15,000 

7,500 

— 

-- 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

1,290 

1925 

15,000 

7,500 

7,500 

— 

159,932 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

900 

1926 

167,432 

159,932 

7,500 

-- 

— 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

10,045 

1927 

159,932 

148,000 

11,932 

-- 

-- 

11,932 

-- 

11,932 

9,595 

1928 

148,000 

137,500 

10,500 

-- 

110,500 

10,500 

— 

10,500 

8,880 

1929 

248,000 

230,000 

18,000 

-- 

— 

18,000 

— 

18,000 

14,880 

1930 

230,000 

212,000 

13,000 

— 

-- 

16,000 

-- 

16,000 

13,800 

1931 

214,000 

193,500 

18,500 

2,000 

-- 

7,500 

— 

7,500 

5,730 

1932 

206,500 

175,500 

18,000 

13,000 

-- 

4,000 

-- 

4,000 

5,280 

1933 

202,500 

158,500 

17,000 

27,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1934 

202,500 

140,500 

18,000 

44,000 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1935 

202,500 

122,500 

13,000 

62,000 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1936 

202,500 

104,000 

18,500 

80,000 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

1937 

202,500 

86 , 000 

ID  ,  DO 

98,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1938 

202,5003 

68 , 000 3 

18,0003 

116,5003 

14  5,5003 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1939 

145,500 

145,500 

145,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Sny  Island  Drainage 

1917 

__ 

_ 

-- 

__ 

96,500 

-- 

— 

— 

1,363 

District  and  Sub 

1918 

96,500 

96,500 

-- 

— 

14,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

5,790 

Districts 

1919 

110,500 

110,500 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

6,630 

(Also  in  Adams  and 

3  920 

110,500 

110,500 

-- 

-- 

59,978 

-- 

— 

— 

10,229 

Calhoun  Counties) 

1921 

170,478 

170,478 

-- 

-- 

14,750 

— 

— 

-- 

10,229 

1922 

185,228 

175,728 

9,500 

— 

-- 

9,500 

— 

9,500 

11,114 

1923 

175,728 

164,728 

11,000 

-- 

— 

11,000 

-- 

11,000 

10,544 

1924 

164,728 

153,726 

11,000 

-- 

— 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

9,884 

1925 

153,728 

142,728 

11,000 

-- 

— 

11,000 

-- 

11 , 000 

9,224 

1926 

142,728 

124,500 

18,228 

— 

-- 

18,228 

-- 

18,228 

8,934 

1927 

124,500 

106,000 

18,500 

-- 

43,500 

18,500 

— 

18,500 

7,830 

1928 

149,500 

131,000 

18,500 

-- 

23,300 

18,500 

-- 

18,500 

8,711 

1929 

154,300 

135,300 

19 , 000 

— 

425,000 

19,000 

-- 

19,000 

8,556 

1930 

560,300 

534,300 

26,000 

— 

— 

26,000 

-- 

26,000 

31,998 

1931 

534,300 

437,000 

96,500 

-- 

— 

94,427 

-- 

94,427 

35,199 

1932 

439,873 

343,000 

94,800 

2,073 

— 

43,441 

— 

43,441 

23,981 

1933 

396,432 

250,500 

92,500 

53,4  3  2 

— 

13,903 

$2,178 

16,080 

2,562 

1934 

380,352 

157,000 

93 , 500 

129,352 

-- 

5,869 

2,741 

8,610 

1,225 

1935 

371,742 

71,000 

86,000 

214,742 

-- 

-- 

1,033 

1,033 

696 

1936 

370,709 

-- 

71,000 

299,709 

280,100* 

-- 

309 

309 

1,012 

1937 

280,100 

280,100 

— 

— 

— 

— 

“  “ 

POPE  COUNTY 

Bay  Bottoms  District 

1913 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

_ 

48,400 

_ 

__ 

— 

— 

1914 

48,400 

46,000 

2,400 

— 

— 

2,400 

— 

2,400 

2,420 

Refunded  by  RFC  $81,000;  Discount  $26,200;  Total  $107,200; 
of  the  total  RFC  loan  $81,000  was  for  refunding  and  $7,200 
for  rehabilitation. 

2Includes  $7,500  paid  before  maturity. 

^Refunded  by  RFC  $145,500;  Discount  $57,000;  Unmatured  $68,000; 
Maturing  $18,000;  Delinquent  $116,500. 

^Refunded  by  RFC  for  $280,100;  Discount  $90,300;  Maturing 
$71,000;  Delinquent  $299,400. 


Amount  outstanding  each  district  when  refunded:  Sny  Is¬ 
land  -  $308,727.23;  Discount  $74,727.23;  Total  $234,000. 
McCraney  Creek  -  $15,600.01;  Discount  $3,900.01;  Total 
$11,700.  Atlas  Creek  -  $4,620.30;  Discount  $1,220.03; 
Total  $3,400.  Bay  Creek  -  $21,774.61;  Discount  $5,474.61; 
Total  $16,300.  Klzer  Creek  -  $19,677.94;  Discount 
$4,977.94;  Total  $14,700.  Total  due  -  $370,400.09;  Dis¬ 
count  $90,300.09;  Total  $280,100. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

YearB 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

POPE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Bay  Bottoms  District  - 

1915 

$46,000 

$43,600 

$2,400 

_ 

_ 

$2,400 

_ 

$2,400 

$2,760 

Continued 

1916 

43,600 

41,200 

2,400 

-- 

-- 

2,400 

— 

2,400 

2,616 

1917 

41,200 

38,800 

2,400 

-- 

— 

2,400 

-- 

2,400 

2,472 

1918 

38,800 

36,400 

2,400 

-- 

-- 

2,400 

-- 

2,400 

2,328 

1919 

36,400 

34,000 

2,400 

— 

-- 

2,400 

-- 

2,400 

2,184 

1920 

34,000 

31,600 

2,400 

-- 

$16,830 

2,400 

-- 

2,400 

2,040 

1921 

48,430 

46,030 

2,400 

-- 

-- 

2,400 

— 

2,400 

1,896 

1922 

46,030 

42,640 

3,390 

-- 

-- 

3,390 

— 

3,390 

3,351 

1923 

42,640 

39,250 

3,390 

— 

— 

3,390 

— 

3,390 

2,558 

1924 

39,250 

35,860 

3,390 

-- 

— 

3,390 

-- 

3,390 

2,355 

1925 

35,860 

32,470 

3,390 

-- 

— 

3,390 

— 

3,390 

2,152 

1926 

32,470 

29,080 

3,390 

— 

15,000 

4 , 3  90 1 

-- 

4,390 

1,960 

1927 

43,080 

39,190 

3,890 

-- 

-- 

3,890 

— 

3,890 

2,663 

1928 

39,190 

34,300 

4,890 

-- 

-- 

4,890 

-- 

4,890 

2,351 

1929 

34,300 

29,410 

4,890 

— 

-- 

4,890 

-- 

4,890 

2,058 

1930 

29,410 

24,420 

4,990 

-- 

-- 

4,990 

-- 

4,990 

1,765 

1931 

24,420 

19,430 

4,990 

-- 

-- 

2,360 

-- 

2,360 

1,492 

1932 

22,060 

14,440 

4,990 

$2,630 

-- 

1,940 

$1,130 

3,070 

1,288 

1933 

18,990 

9,450 

4,990 

4,550 

-- 

3,150 

2,550 

5,700 

918 

1934 

13,290 

6,960 

2,490 

3,840 

-- 

2,275 

2,840 

5,115 

538 

1935 

8,175 

4,470 

2,490 

1,215 

— 

2,490 

1,215 

3,705 

435 

1936 

4,470 

1,980 

2,490 

— 

— 

2,490 

““ 

2,490 

263 

PULASKI  COUNTY 

Big  Creek  District  #1 

1916 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1,865 

_ 

_  _ 

a.  . 

_  _ 

1917 

1,865 

1,772 

93 

-- 

-- 

93 

— 

93 

112 

1918 

1,772 

1,679 

93 

— 

— 

93 

-- 

93 

106 

1919 

1,679 

1,585 

93 

— 

-- 

93 

-- 

93 

101 

1920 

1,585 

1,492 

93 

— 

3,410 

93 

— 

93 

95 

1921 

4,902 

4,638 

264 

-- 

— 

264 

-- 

264 

294 

1922 

4,638 

4,375 

264 

— 

-- 

264 

-- 

264 

278 

1923 

4,375 

4,111 

264 

-- 

— 

264 

-- 

264 

262 

1924 

4,111 

3,847 

264 

>- 

-- 

264 

-- 

264 

247 

1925 

3,847 

3,583 

264 

-- 

-- 

264 

— 

264 

231 

1926 

3,583 

3,320 

264 

— 

— 

264 

-- 

264 

215 

1927 

3,320 

3,056 

264 

-- 

-- 

264 

— 

264 

199 

1928 

3,056 

2,792 

264 

-- 

-- 

264 

— 

264 

133 

1929 

2,792 

2,528 

264 

-- 

— 

264 

— 

264 

168 

1930 

2,528 

2  265 

264 

-- 

-- 

264 

— 

264 

152 

1931 

2,265 

2,001 

264 

-- 

-- 

264 

— 

264 

136 

1932 

2,001 

1,737 

264 

-- 

-- 

264 

— 

264 

120 

1933 

1,737 

1,473 

264 

-- 

-- 

264 

-- 

264 

104 

1934 

1,473 

1,210 

264 

-- 

-- 

264 

-- 

264 

88 

1935 

1,210 

946 

264 

-- 

— 

264 

— 

264 

73 

1936 

946 

682 

264 

— 

264 

264 

57 

Big  Creek  District  #2 

1915 

_ 

_ 

•  _ 

_ 

19,320 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

1916 

19,320 

18,354 

966 

— 

— 

966 

-- 

966 

869 

1917 

18,354 

17,388 

966 

-- 

-- 

966 

-- 

966 

1,101 

1918 

17,388 

16,422 

966 

— 

— 

966 

-- 

966 

1,043 

1919 

16,422 

15,456 

966 

-- 

2,256 

966 

— 

966 

985 

1920 

17,712 

16,746 

966 

-- 

-- 

966 

-- 

966 

927 

1921 

16,746 

15,216 

1,530 

-- 

— 

1,530 

-- 

1,530 

1,123 

1922 

15,216 

13,968 

1,248 

-- 

— 

1,248 

-- 

1,248 

913 

1923 

13,963 

12,720 

1,248 

— 

-- 

1,248 

— 

1,248 

838 

1924 

12,720 

11,472 

1,248 

-- 

— 

1,248 

— 

1,248 

763 

1925 

11,472 

10,224 

1,248 

— 

— 

1,248 

-- 

1,248 

694 

1926 

10,224 

8,976 

1,248 

-- 

— 

1,248 

-- 

1,248 

613 

1927 

8,976 

7,728 

1,248 

-- 

-- 

1,248 

-- 

1,248 

538 

1928 

7,728 

6,762 

966 

— 

-- 

966 

-- 

966 

464 

1929 

6,762 

5,796 

966 

-- 

6,840 

966 

-- 

966 

406 

1930 

12,636 

10,910 

1,726 

-- 

— 

1,726 

-- 

1,726 

348 

1931 

10,910 

9,184 

1,726 

-- 

-- 

966 

-- 

966 

700 

1932 

9,944 

7,458 

1,726 

760 

— 

— 

760 

760 

365 

1933 

9,184 

5,732 

1,726 

1,726 

-- 

-- 

760 

760 

319 

1934 

8,424 

4,006 

1,726 

2,692 

-- 

-- 

1,932 

1,932 

522 

1935 

6,492 

2,280 

1,726 

2,486 

— 

-- 

760 

760 

456 

1936 

5,732 

1,520 

760 

3,452 

— 

-- 

__ 

_ 

_ 

1937 

5,732 

760 

760 

4,212 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Briar  Creek  District 

1926 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

11  100 

_ 

_  _ 

__ 

1927 

11,100 

10,000 

1,100 

-- 

— 

500 

__ 

500 

630 

1928 

10,600 

8,900 

1,100 

600 

— 

1,100 

600 

1,700 

634 

1929 

8,900 

7,800 

1,100 

-- 

— 

1,100 

-- 

1,100 

534 

1930 

7,800 

6,700 

1,100 

— 

— 

600 

-- 

600 

468 

1931 

7,200 

5,600 

1,100 

500 

-- 

— 

500 

500 

402 

1932 

6,700 

4,500 

1,100 

1,100 

-- 

100 

1,100 

1,200 

4Q5 

1933 

5,500 

3,400 

1,100 

1,000 

-- 

100 

1,000 

1,100 

352 

1934 

4,400 

2,300 

1,100 

1,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

78 

1935 

4,400 

1,200 

1,100 

2,100 

— 

-- 

263 

263 

109 

1Includes  $1,000  paid  before  maturity, 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

PULASKI  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Briar  Creek  District  - 

1936 

$4,137 

— 

$1,200 

$2 , 937 

_ 

_ 

_  «. 

_  _ 

$144 

Continued 

1937 

4,137 

“ “ 

4,137 

— 

— 

$937 

$937 

121 

PUTNAM  COUNTY 

Hennepin  Drainage  and 

1923 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

$125,858 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

Levee  District2 

1924 

125,858 

$116,263 

9,595 

*— 

-- 

$9,595 

-- 

9,595 

7,675 

1925 

116,263 

106,805 

9,458 

-- 

-- 

9,458 

-- 

9,458 

7,100 

1926 

106,805 

97,348 

9,458 

-- 

-- 

9,458 

-- 

9,458 

6,408 

1927 

97,348 

87,890 

9,458 

-- 

-- 

9,458 

— 

9,458 

5,841 

1928 

87,390 

78,433 

9,458 

-- 

— 

9,458 

— 

9,458 

5,273 

1929 

78,433 

68,975 

9,458 

-- 

— 

9,458 

— 

9,453 

4,706 

1930 

68,975 

59,518 

9,458 

-- 

— 

9,458 

— 

9,458 

4,139 

1931 

59,518 

50,060 

9,458 

— 

— 

9,458 

-- 

9,458 

3,571 

1932 

50,060 

40,603 

9,458 

-- 

— 

9,458 

— 

9,458 

3,004 

1933 

40,603 

31,145 

9,458 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

2,436 

1934 

40,603 

21,688 

9,458 

9,458 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

2,436 

1935 

40,603 

16,780 

4,908 

18,915 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,436 

1936 

40,603 

11,873 

4,908 

23 , 823 

— 

— 

““ 

2,436 

ROCK  ISLAND  COUNTY 

Blackhawk  District 

1923 

_ 

.. 

16,800 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1924 

16,300 

15,600 

1,200 

— 

— 

1,200 

— 

1,200 

822 

1925 

15,600 

14,400 

1,200 

-- 

— 

1,200 

— 

1,200 

936 

1926 

14,400 

13,000 

1,400 

— 

9,000 

1,400 

-- 

1,400 

864 

1927 

22,000 

20,600 

1,400 

-- 

— 

1,400 

— 

1,400 

1,365 

1928 

20,600 

17,400 

3,200 

-- 

-- 

3,200 

— 

3,200 

1,236 

1929 

17,400 

14,200 

3,200 

— 

— 

3,200 

— 

3,200 

1,044 

1930 

14,200 

10,800 

3,400 

-- 

-- 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

880 

1931 

10,800 

7,400 

3,400 

— 

— 

3,400 

-- 

3,400 

648 

1932 

7,400 

4,000 

3,400 

— 

— 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

444 

1933 

4,000 

3,000 

1,000 

-- 

-- 

1,000 

-- 

1,000 

240 

1934 

3,000 

2,000 

1,000 

-- 

-- 

1,000 

-- 

1,367 

180 

1935 

1,633 

1,000 

633 

— 

— 

633 

-- 

633 

120 

1936 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

60 

Drury  District 

1907 

__ 

__ 

__ 

__ 

73,000 

__ 

__ 

__ 

1908 

73 , 000 

73,000 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1,980 

1909 

73,000 

73 , 000 

— 

-- 

12,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

4,568 

1910 

85,500 

85,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

5,130 

1911 

85,500 

85,500 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

5,130 

1912 

85,500 

77,500 

8,000 

-- 

-- 

8,000 

-- 

8,000 

5,130 

1913 

77,500 

70,500 

7,000 

— 

-- 

7,000 

-- 

7,000 

4,650 

1914 

70,500 

62,500 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

-- 

8,000 

4,230 

1915 

62,500 

54 , 500 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

3,750 

1916 

54,500 

46,500 

8,000 

— 

— 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

3,270 

1917 

46,500 

37,500 

9,000 

— 

72,500 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

2,790 

1918 

110,000 

101,000 

9,000 

— 

— 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

6,600 

1919 

101,000 

92,000 

9,000 

-- 

24 , 000 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

6,060 

1920 

116,000 

107,000 

9,000 

-- 

77,600 

9,000 

-- 

9,000 

6,960 

1921 

184,600 

174,100 

10,500 

— 

— 

10,500 

— 

10, 500 

11,061 

1922 

174,100 

167,100 

7,000 

-- 

-- 

7,000 

— 

7,000 

10,446 

1923 

167,100 

157,600 

9,500 

-- 

59 , 500 

9,500 

-- 

9,500 

11,811 

1924 

217,100 

207,600 

9,500 

— 

— 

9,500 

— 

9,500 

13,026 

1925 

207,600 

198,100 

9,500 

-- 

— 

9,500 

— 

9,500 

12,456 

1926 

198,100 

188,600 

9,500 

— 

— 

9,500 

-- 

9,500 

11,886 

1927 

188,600 

178,600 

10,000 

-- 

— 

10,000 

— 

10,000 

11,316 

1928 

178,600 

168,600 

10,000 

— 

5,442 

10,000 

— 

10,000 

10,716 

1929 

174,042 

162,228 

11,814 

— 

-- 

11,814 

— 

11,814 

10,415 

1930 

162,228 

150,413 

11,814 

-- 

— 

11,814 

-- 

11,814 

9,716 

1931 

150,413 

130,600 

19,814 

-- 

— 

11,814 

— 

11,814 

5,3232 

1932 

138,600 

115,600 

15,000 

8,000 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1933  3 

138,600 

101,600 

14 , 000 

23,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

SALINE  COUNTY 

Middle  Fork  Special 

1919 

_ 

_ 

_ 

-- 

6,100 

_ 

__ 

__ 

_ 

District,  Sub-district  #1 

1920 

6,100 

5,500 

700 

— 

— 

700 

-- 

700 

366 

1921 

5,400 

4,800 

600 

-- 

— 

600 

— 

600 

324 

1922 

4,800 

4,200 

600 

— 

— 

600 

— 

600 

288 

1923 

4,200 

3,600 

600 

— 

— 

600 

-- 

600 

252 

1924 

3,600 

3,000 

600 

— 

-- 

600 

-- 

600 

216 

1925 

3,000 

2,400 

600 

— 

— 

600 

— 

600 

180 

1926 

2,400 

1,800 

600 

— 

-- 

600 

— 

600 

144 

1927 

1,800 

1,200 

600 

-- 

— 

600 

— 

600 

108 

1928 

1,200 

600 

600 

-- 

— 

600 

— 

600 

72 

1929 

600 

— 

600 

— 

600 

— 

600 

36 

x$81,046  Issued  In  addition  to  above  amounts,  but  date  of  Issue 
and  record  of  payments  are  not  available.  No  data  available 
after  1936. 


2Interest  figure  taken  from  Treasurer's  Report. 

^No  disbursement  from  bond  and  interest  account  available 
since  1931. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  In 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

SCHUYLER  COUNTY 

Big  Lake  Drainage  and 

1922 

— 

— 

— 

$80,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Levee  District1** 

1923 

$80,000 

$80,000 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

$2, 000 

1924 

80,000 

80,000 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

““ 

4,800 

1925 

80,000 

80,000 

— 

-- 

10,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

4,800 

1926 

90,000 

81,000 

$9,000 

— 

— 

$9,000 

— 

$9,000 

5,200 

1927 

81,000 

72,000 

9,000 

-- 

6,000 

9,000 

— 

9,000 

5,040 

1928 

78,000 

68,250 

9,750 

— 

— 

9,750 

9,750 

4,680 

1929 

68,250 

58,500 

9,750 

-- 

— 

9,750 

9,750 

4,095 

1930 

58,500 

48,750 

9,750 

-- 

-- 

9,750 

— 

9,750 

3,510 

1931 

48,750 

39,000 

9,750 

-- 

-- 

3,750 

— 

3,750 

2,925 

1932 

45,000 

29,250 

9,750 

$6,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

780 

1933 

45,000 

19,500 

9,750 

15,750 

— 

— 

— 

120 

1934 

45,000 

9,750 

9,750 

25,500 

— 

-- 

— 

1935 

45,000 

-- 

9,750 

35,250 

— 

-- 

— 

1936 

45,000 

— 

— 

45,000 

— 

"" 

Coal  Creek  Drainage  and 

1913 

— 

_ 

60,272 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Levee  District 

1914 

60,272 

60,272 

— 

— 

— 

3,616 

1915 

60,272 

60,272 

-- 

— 

6,697 

— 

-- 

3,616 

1916 

66,969 

66,969 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

““ 

4,018 

1917 

66,969 

66,969 

— 

— 

17,400 

-- 

-- 

— 

4,018 

1918 

84,369 

84,369 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

5,063 

1919 

84,369 

84,369 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

5,063 

1920 

84,369 

84,369 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

5,063 

1921 

84,369 

84,369 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

5,063 

1922 

84,369 

76,811 

7,558 

— 

137,000 

7,558 

— 

7,558 

5,052 

1923 

213,811 

207,176 

6,635 

— 

-- 

6,635 

— 

6,635 

4,609 

1924 

207,176 

200,641 

6,535 

-- 

— 

6,535 

-- 

6,535 

11,746 

1925 

200,641 

191,828 

8,813 

-- 

-- 

8,813 

— 

8,813 

11,343 

1926 

191,828 

183 , 015 

8,813 

-- 

-- 

8,813 

-- 

8,813 

10,825 

1927 

133,015 

174,202 

8,813 

— 

30,000 

8,813 

-- 

8,813 

10,296 

1928 

204,202 

195,488 

8,714 

-- 

-- 

8,714 

— 

8,714 

10,667 

1929 

195,488 

184,400 

11,088 

— 

— 

11,088 

-- 

11,088 

11,044 

1930 

184,400 

173,600 

10,800 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

5,712 

1931 

184,400 

162,800 

11,800 

10,800 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1932 

184,400 

151,000 

11,800 

21,600 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1933 

184,400 

140,000 

11,000 

33,400 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1934 

184,400 

126,000 

14,000 

44,400 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

1935 

184,400 

112,000 

14 , 000 

58,400 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

1936 

184,400 

98,000 

14,000 

72,400 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

1937 

184,400 

84 , 000 

14,000 

86,400 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1938 

184,400 

70,000 

14,000 

100,400 

— 

““ 

— 

— 

Crane  Creek  Drainage  and 

1923 

-- 

.. 

__ 

90,000 

— 

— 

— 

2,700 

Levee  District3 

1924 

90,000 

90,000 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

5,400 

1925 

90,000 

90,000 

— 

— 

16,500 

— 

-- 

— 

5,400 

1926 

106,500 

95,500 

11,000 

— 

-- 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

6,390 

1927 

95,500 

84,500 

11,000 

-- 

-- 

11,000 

-- 

11,000 

5,730 

1928 

84,500 

72,500 

12,000 

-- 

26,250 

12,000 

— 

12,  000 

5,726 

1929 

98,750 

87,750 

11,000 

-- 

— 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

5,925 

1930 

87,750 

76,750 

11,000 

-- 

-- 

6,000 

-- 

6,000 

4,650 

1931 

81,750 

64,750 

12,  000 

5,000 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

1,918 

1932 

79,750 

53,750 

11,000 

15,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

793 

1933 

79,750 

42,750 

11,000 

26 , 000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1934 

79,850 

32, 000 

10,750 

37,000 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1935 

79,750 

21,250 

10,750 

47.750 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1936 

79,750 

10,500 

10,750 

58,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

1937 

79,750 

-- 

10,500 

69,250 

_ 

_ 

— 

— 

1938 

79,750 

— 

— 

79,750 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Kelly  Lake  Drainage  and 

1917 

.. 

_ 

__ 

__ 

45,000 

_ 

_ 

-- 

— 

Levee  District 

1918 

45,000 

45,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,  7003 

1919 

45,000 

45,000 

-- 

-- 

19,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,  7003 

1920 

64,000 

64,000 

— 

-- 

24,300 

— 

-- 

-- 

3 , 84  03 

1921 

88,300 

82,  000 

6,300 

-- 

— 

6,300 

— 

6,300 

3,840 

1922 

82,000 

67,500 

14,500 

-- 

-- 

14,500 

— 

14 , 500 

5,499 

1923 

67,500 

53,000 

14 , 500 

-- 

— 

8,300 

-- 

8,300 

3,750 

1924 

59,200 

38,500 

14 , 500 

6,200 

14,300* 

6,400 

— 

6,4  00 

3,170 

1925 

52,800 

46,400 

6,400 

-- 

-- 

6,400 

— 

6,400 

3,168 

1926 

46,400 

40,000 

6,400 

-- 

— 

6,400 

— 

6,400 

2,784 

1927 

40,000 

33,600 

6,400 

— 

— 

6,400 

-- 

6,400 

2,400 

1928 

33,600 

27,200 

6,400 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

2,016 

1929 

33,600 

20,900 

6,300 

6,400 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

744 

1930 

33,600 

14,300 

6,600 

12,700 

26,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

396 

1931 

59,600 

37,700 

2,600 

19,300 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1932 

59,600 

35,100 

2,600 

21,900 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1933 

59,600 

32,500 

2,600 

24 , 500 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1934 

59,600 

22, 700 

9,800 

27,100 

-- 

-- 

-- 

* 

1935 

59,600s 

13,000s 

9,700s 

36,900s 

30,500s 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1936 

30,500 

30,500s 

- 

— 

— 

xNo  records  available  after  1936. 

*$130,500  Issued  In  addition  to  above  amounts,  but  late  of  Issue 
and  record  of  payments  are  not  available. 

3  Interest  calculated. 


*$14,300  refunded  for  $14,300;  $8,100  maturing;  $6,800 

delinquent. 

^Refunded  by  RFC  for  $30,500;  discount  $29,100;  unmatured 
$13,000;  maturing  $9,700;  delinquent  $36,900. 
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Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

District 

Year 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

SCOTT  COUNTY 

Big  S«an  Drainage  and 

1904 

$117,900 

Levee  District* 

1905 

$117,900 

$117,900 

— 

— 

— 

$7,074 

1906 

117,900 

117,900 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

7,074 

1907 

117,900 

117,900 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

7,074 

1908 

117,900 

117,900 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

7,074 

1909 

117,900 

112,000 

$5,900 

-- 

-- 

$5,900 

— 

$5,900 

7,074 

1910 

112,000 

104,000 

8,000 

— 

— 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

6,720 

1911 

104,000 

96,000 

8,000 

-- 

31,800 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

6,240 

1912 

127,800 

119,800 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

5,760 

1913 

119,800 

111,800 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

-- 

8,000 

5,280 

1914 

111,800 

103,800 

8,000 

-- 

59,700 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

4,800 

1915 

163,500 

155,500 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

-- 

8,000 

4,320 

1916 

155,500 

147,500 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

3,840 

1917 

147,500 

139,500 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

3,360 

1918 

139,500 

131,500 

8,000 

-- 

19,700 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

2,880 

1919 

151,200 

143,200 

8,000 

-- 

-- 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

2,400 

1920 

143,200 

135,200 

8,000 

— 

25,968 

8,000 

-- 

8,000 

1,920 

1921 

161,163 

153,168 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

-- 

8,000 

2,544 

1922 

153,168 

141,700 

11,468 

— 

-- 

11,468 

-- 

11,468 

2,519 

1923 

141,700 

128,200 

13,500 

— 

-- 

13,500 

— 

13,500 

25,362 

1924 

128,200 

118,500 

9,700 

-- 

— 

9,700 

-- 

9,700 

2,928 

1925 

118,500 

108,800 

9,700 

— 

— 

9,700 

-- 

9,700 

2,346 

1926 

108,800 

99,100 

9,700 

-- 

— 

9,700 

— 

9,700 

1,744 

1927 

99,100 

89,400 

9,700 

-- 

— 

9,700 

— 

9,700 

1,182 

1928 

89,400 

81,400 

8,000 

-- 

— 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

4,182 

1929 

81,400 

71,200 

10,200 

-- 

— 

10,200 

— 

10,200 

3,702 

1930 

71,200 

61,000 

10,200 

— 

25,000 

10,200 

-- 

10,200 

3,090 

1931 

86,000 

72 , 700 

13,300 

— 

— 

13,300 

— 

13,300 

3,978 

1932 

72,700 

61,900 

10,800 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

1933 

72,700 

51,100 

10,800 

$10,800 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1934 

72,700 

40,300 

10,800 

21,600 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1935 

72,700 

29,200 

11,100 

32,400 

— 

12,1692 

$18,531 

30,700 

13,818 

1936 

42,000 

16,900 

3,231 

21,869 

43,000^ 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

1937 

43,000 

43 , 000 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

““ 

— 

Coon  Run  Drainage  and 

1929 

-- 

__ 

__ 

_ 

15,343 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

Levee  District’ 

1930 

15,343 

13,809 

1,534 

-- 

— 

1,534 

— 

1,534 

946 

1931 

13,809 

12,274 

1,534 

-- 

— 

1,534 

-- 

1,534 

829 

1932 

12,274 

10,740 

1,534 

-- 

— 

1,534 

-- 

1,534 

736 

1933 

10,740 

9,206 

1,534 

— 

-- 

1,534 

— 

1,534 

644 

1934 

9,206 

7,672 

1,534 

-- 

-- 

1,534 

— 

1,534 

552 

1935 

7,672 

6,137 

1,534 

-- 

— 

1,534 

— 

1,534 

461 

1936 

6,137 

4,603 

1,534 

— 

— 

1,534 

1,534 

369 

liauvaisterre  Drainage 

1926 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_  _ 

38,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

and  Levee  District 

1927 

38,000 

34,200 

3,800 

-- 

— 

3,800 

— 

3,800 

3,040 

1928 

34,200 

30,400 

3,800 

-- 

-- 

3,800 

— 

3,800 

2,052 

1929 

30,400 

26,600 

3,800 

-- 

7,000 

3,800 

— 

3,800 

1,824 

1930 

33,600 

29,800 

3,800 

— 

— 

3,800 

— 

3,800 

1,596 

1931 

29,800 

24 , 800 

5,000 

— 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

1,998 

1932 

24,800 

19,800 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

1,488 

1933 

19,800 

14,800 

5,000 

— 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

1,188 

1934 

14,800 

9,800 

5,000 

-- 

— 

5,000 

-- 

5,000 

888 

1935 

9,800 

4,800 

5,000 

— 

7,000 

4,600 

-- 

4,600 

588 

1936 

12,200 

6,300 

5,500 

400 

-- 

600 

— 

600 

708 

1937 

11,600 

5,600 

700 

5,300 

— 

— 

1,700 

1,700 

391 

Scott  County  Drainage 

1911 

— 

__ 

-- 

102,500 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

and  Levee  District 

1912 

102,500 

102,500 

-- 

-- 

22,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1913 

124,500 

124,500 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

1914 

124,500 

124,500 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

1915 

124,500 

124,500 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1916 

124,500 

124,500 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

1917 

124,500 

112,050 

12,450 

— 

— 

12,450 

— 

12,450 

43,500* 

1918 

112,050 

99,600 

12,450 

-- 

— 

12,450 

— 

12,450 

6,723 

1919 

99,600 

87,150 

12,450 

— 

-- 

12,450 

-- 

12,450 

5,986 

1920 

87,150 

74,700 

12,450 

— 

— 

12,450 

— 

12,450 

5,229 

1921 

74,700 

62,250 

12,450 

-- 

— 

12,450 

— 

12,450 

4,482 

1922 

62,260 

49,800 

12,450 

— 

— 

12,450 

-- 

12,450 

3,735 

1923 

49,800 

37,350 

12,450 

-- 

— 

12,450 

-- 

12,450 

2,  988 

1924 

37,350 

24 , 900 

12,450 

-- 

-- 

12,450 

— 

12,450 

2,241 

1925 

24,900 

12,450 

12,450 

-- 

-- 

12,450 

— 

12,450 

1,494 

1926 

12,450 

-- 

12,450 

— 

— 

12,450 

-- 

12,450 

747 

1927 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

61,500 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1928 

61,500 

57,400 

4,100 

— 

— 

4,100 

-- 

4,100 

3,690 

1929 

57,400 

53,300 

4,100 

— 

— 

4,100 

-- 

4,100 

3,464 

1930 

53,300 

49,200 

4,100 

— 

— 

4,100 

— 

4,100 

3,198 

3The  RFC  refunded  $42,000  of  $43,000  in  1936.  No  discount. 
*Total  interest  paid  1911-1917. 

5No  data  available  after  1936. 


*$19,400  Issued  in  addition  to  above  amounts,  but  date  of  issue 
and  record  of  payments  are  not  available. 

2  Includes  $9,068.65  paid  before  maturity. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

SCOTT  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Scott  County  Drainage 

1931 

$49,200 

$45,100 

$4 , 100 

-- 

$55,900 

$4,100 

— 

$4,100 

$2,952 

and  Levee  District  - 

1932 

101,000 

93,200 

7,800 

-- 

-- 

4,100 

-- 

4,100 

2,706 

Continued 

1933 

96,900 

85,400 

7,800 

$3 , 700 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

2,460 

1934 

96,900 

77,600 

7,800 

11,500 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

1935 

96,900 

69,300 

7,800 

19,300 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

1936 

96,900 

62,000 

7,800 

27,100 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

1937 

96,900 

54,200 

7,800 

34,900 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1938 

96,900 

46,400 

7,800 

42,700 

“  _ 

— 

— 

— 

— 

TAZEWELL  COUNTY 

East  Peoria  Drainage  and 

1910 

— 

__ 

— 

-- 

45,525 

— 

-- 

__ 

-- 

Levee  District 

1911 

4  5,525 

45,525 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

1912 

45,525 

45,525 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

2,458 

1913 

45,525 

45,525 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,738 

1914 

45,525 

4  5,525 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,732 

1915 

45,525 

45,525 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,732 

1916 

45,525 

42,494 

3,031 

— 

-- 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

2,732 

1917 

42,494 

39,463 

3,031 

-- 

-- 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

2,550 

1918 

39,463 

36,432 

3,031 

— 

-- 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

2,368 

1919 

36,432 

33,401 

3,031 

-- 

-- 

3,031 

-- 

3,  031 

2,186 

1920 

33,401 

30,370 

3,031 

-- 

-- 

3,031 

— 

3,  031 

2,  004 

1921 

30,370 

27,339 

3,031 

— 

— 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

1,822 

1922 

27,339 

24,308 

3,031 

— 

— 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

1,640 

1923 

24,308 

21,277 

3,031 

— 

35,450 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

1,458 

1924 

56,727 

53,696 

3,031 

— 

-- 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

3,437 

1925 

53,696 

50,665 

3,031 

— 

-- 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

3,222 

1926 

50,665 

47,634 

3,031 

-- 

-- 

3,031 

— 

3,  031 

3,040 

1927 

47,634 

44,603 

3,031 

-- 

— 

3,051 

— 

3,031 

2,858 

1928 

44,603 

41,572 

3,031 

-- 

-- 

3,031 

— 

3,031 

2,676 

1929 

41,572 

38,541 

3,031 

-- 

— 

3,031 

-- 

3,031 

2,494 

1930 

38,541 

35,450 

3,091 

— 

-- 

3,091 

— 

3,091 

2,312 

1931 

35,450 

35,450 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,127 

1932 

35,450 

31,800 

3,650 

-- 

-- 

3,650 

— 

3,650 

2,127 

1933 

31,800 

28,150 

3,650 

-- 

— 

3,650 

— 

3,650 

1,908 

1934 

28,150 

24 , 500 

3,650 

— 

-- 

3,650 

— 

3,650 

1,689 

1935 

24 , 500 

20,850 

3,650 

— 

— 

2,  550 

— 

2,550 

1,470 

1936 

21,950 

17,200 

3,650 

1,100 

— 

3,650 

— 

3,650 

1,317 

1937 

18,300 

13,550 

3,650 

1,100 

— 

3,650 

— 

3  ,650 

1,098 

1938 

14,650 

9,900 

3,650 

1,100 

— 

3,650 

— 

3,650 

879 

Rocky  Ford  District 

1924 

_ 

.. 

__ 

186,750 

_ 

_ 

_ 

3,735 

1925 

186,750 

186,750 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

11,205 

1926 

186,750 

186,750 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

11,205 

1927 

186,750 

186,750 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

11,205 

1928 

186,750 

186,750 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

11,205 

1929 

186,750 

186,750 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

11,205 

1930 

186,750 

174,300 

12,450 

-- 

— 

12,450 

— 

12,450 

10,832 

1931 

174,300 

161,850 

12,450 

— 

-- 

12,450 

-- 

12,450 

10,085 

1932 

161,850 

149,400 

12,4  50 

— 

-- 

12,450 

— 

12,450 

9,338 

1933 

149,400 

136,950 

12,450 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

8,964 

1934 

149,400 

124,500 

12,450 

12,450 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

8,964 

1935 

149,400 

112,050 

12,450 

24,900 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

8,964 

1936 

149,400 

99,600 

12,450 

37,350 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

8,964 

1937 

149,400 

87,150 

12,450 

49,800 

— 

— 

— 

— 

8,964 

1938 

149,400 

74,700 

12,450 

62,250 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4,482 

Spring  Lake  Drainage  and 

1905 

-- 

_ 

_ 

_ 

170,000 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Levee  District 

1906 

170,000 

170,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

7,395 

1907 

170,000 

170,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

10,200 

1908 

170,000 

170,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

10,200 

1909 

170,000 

170,000 

-- 

-- 

113,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

11,970 

1910 

208,000 

275,500 

12,500 

-- 

-- 

12,  500 

-- 

12,500 

17,280 

1911 

275,500 

261,000 

14 , 500 

-- 

25,500 

14 , 500 

-- 

14 , 500 

16,530 

1912 

286,500 

272,000 

14,500 

-- 

— 

14 , 500 

— 

14 , 500 

16,553 

1913 

272,000 

256,000 

16 , 000 

— 

— 

16,000 

— 

16,000 

16,230 

1914 

256,000 

240,000 

16,000 

— 

— 

16,000 

— 

16,000 

15,360 

1915 

240,000 

224,000 

16 , 000 

— 

172,000 

16,000 

-- 

16,000 

19,688 

1916 

396,000 

374,500 

21 , 500 

-- 

36,000 

21,500 

— 

21 , 500 

19,005 

1917 

460,500 

439,000 

21 , 500 

-- 

10,000 

21,500 

— 

21,500 

20, 185 

1918 

449,000 

428,000 

21,000 

— 

— 

21 , 000 

-- 

21,000 

26,210 

1919 

428,000 

402,000 

26,000 

-- 

-- 

26,000 

— 

26,000 

25,200 

1920 

402,000 

376,000 

26,000 

-- 

76,000 

26 , 000 

— 

26,000 

23,660 

1921 

452,000 

399,500 

52,500 

-- 

— 

53, 500 1 

53, 500 

25,920 

1922 

398,500 

346,000 

52,500 

— 

47,000 

52,500 

— 

52,500 

23,493 

1923 

393,000 

339,000 

54,000 

— 

-- 

54,000 

— 

54,000 

22,505 

1924 

339,000 

310,500 

28 , 500 

— 

— 

28,500 

— 

28,500 

19,730 

1925 

310,500 

280,000 

30,500 

— 

63 , 000 

30,500 

-- 

50, 500 

17,860 

1926 

343,000 

312,500 

30,500 

-- 

9,000 

30, 500 

— 

30,500 

20,263 

1927 

321,500 

289,000 

32,500 

— 

76,000 

32,500 

— 

32,  500 

20,698 

1928 

365,000 

332,500 

32,500 

— 

- ' 

32,500 

— 

32,500 

19,340 

1 Includes  $1,000  paid  before  maturity, 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  In 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

TAZEWELL  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Spring  Lake  Drainage 

1929 

$332,500 

$298,000 

$34 , 500 

— 

— 

$34,500 

_ 

$34,500 

$19,710 

and  Levee  District  - 

1930 

298,000 

279,500 

18,500 

— 

-- 

18,500 

— 

18,500 

17,575 

Continued 

1931 

279,500 

259,200 

20,300 

— 

— 

20,300 

— 

20,300 

16,600 

1932 

259,200 

238,900 

20,300 

-- 

$259,200! 

— 

— 

11,600 

1933 

259,200 

259,200 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

-> 

7,776* 

1934 

259,200 

259,200 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

7,776* 

1935 

259,200 

259,200 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

7,776* 

1936 

259,200 

259,200 

— 

-- 

-- 

10,5003 

-- 

10,500 

7,776* 

1937 

248,700 

248,700 

-- 

-- 

-- 

3 , 5003 

3,500 

14,910 

1938 

245,200 

23  5,200 

10,000 

— 

— 

10,000 

— 

10,000 

14,220 

UNION  COUNTY 

Clear  Creek  Levee  and 

1915 

-- 

_ 

__ 

_ 

215,500 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

Drainage  District 

1916 

215,500 

215,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

12,750 

1917 

215,500 

215,500 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

12,930 

1918 

215,500 

215,500 

-- 

-- 

4  5,000 

-- 

— 

— 

12,930 

1919 

260, 500 

249,500 

11,000 

-- 

33,000 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

15,110 

1920 

282,500 

260,500 

22,000 

— 

-- 

22,000 

-- 

22,000 

17,150 

1921 

260,500 

223,000 

37,500 

— 

— 

37,500 

— 

37, 500 

15,630 

1922 

223,000 

185,500 

37,500 

— 

— 

37,500 

— 

37,500 

13,380 

1923 

185,500 

159,000 

26 , 500 

-- 

— 

26,500 

— 

26,500 

11,130 

1924 

159,000 

132,500 

26,500 

— 

-- 

26,  500 

-- 

26,500 

9,540 

1925 

132,500 

106,000 

26 , 500 

-- 

— 

26 , 500 

— 

26,500 

7,950 

1926 

106,000 

79,500 

26,500 

— 

-- 

26,500 

— 

26,500 

6,360 

1927 

79,500 

53,000 

26 , 500 

— 

— 

26 , 500 

-- 

26,500 

4,780 

1928 

53,000 

26,500 

26 , 500 

— 

— 

26,500 

-- 

26,500 

3,180 

1929 

26 , 500 

26 , 500 

— 

— 

26,500 

— 

26,500 

1,590 

Miller  Pond  District 

1916 

-- 

_ 

__ 

.. 

72,000 

_ 

__ 

-- 

720 

1917 

72,  000 

72,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

4,320 

1918 

72,000 

72,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

4,320 

1919 

72,000 

60,000 

4,000 

— 

-- 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

4,320 

1920 

68,000 

63 , 000 

5,000 

-- 

-- 

5,000 

-- 

5,000 

4,080 

1921 

63,000 

56,500 

6,500 

— 

— 

6,500 

— 

6,500 

3,780 

1922 

56,500 

40,500 

8,000 

-- 

-- 

8,000 

— 

8,000 

3,390 

1923 

48,500 

39,000 

9,500 

— 

-- 

9,500 

— 

9,500 

2,910 

1924 

39,000 

28,000 

11,000 

-- 

— 

11,000 

-- 

11,000 

2,340 

1925 

28,000 

15,000 

13,000 

— 

— 

13,000 

— 

13 , 000 

1,680 

1926 

15,000 

— 

15,000 

— 

— 

15,000 

— 

15,000 

900 

Preston  Levee  and 

1914 

.. 

_ 

89,000 

__ 

— 

— 

__ 

Drainage  District 

1915 

89,000 

89,000 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

3,595 

1916 

89 , 000 

89,000 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

5,396 

1917 

89,000 

89,000 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

5,393 

1918 

89,000 

89,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

5,393 

1919 

89,000 

81,000 

8,000 

-- 

-- 

8,000 

-- 

8,000 

5,473 

1920 

81,000 

70,500 

10,500 

— 

— 

10,500 

— 

10,500 

4,850 

1921 

70,500 

57,000 

13,500 

— 

-- 

13 , 500 

— 

13,500 

4,407 

1922 

57,000 

41,000 

16,000 

-- 

-- 

16,000 

— 

16,000 

3,614 

1923 

41,000 

22,500 

18,500 

-- 

-- 

6,000 

-- 

6,000 

2,485 

1924 

35,000 

— 

22, 500 

$12,500 

35.00C? 

-- 

-- 

— 

2,100 

1925 

35,000 

35,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,100 

1926 

35,000 

35,000 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

-- 

2,100 

1927 

35,000 

35,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

2,  IOC 

1928 

35,000 

19 , 000 

16,000 

-- 

-- 

16,000 

-- 

16,000 

2,100 

1929 

19,000 

-- 

19,000 

— 

-- 

19 , 000 

— 

19,000 

1,140 

1930 

55,000 

55,000 

— 

-- 

55,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

3,300 

1931 

55,000 

44,000 

11 , 000 

— 

-- 

11,000 

-- 

11,000 

3,300 

1932 

44,000 

33,000 

11,000 

— 

-- 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

2,640 

1933 

33 , 000 

22,000 

11,000 

-- 

— 

11,000 

-- 

11,000 

1,999 

1934 

22,000 

11,000 

11,000 

— 

— 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

1,320 

1935 

11,000 

— 

11,000 

— 

— 

11,000 

11-.000 

660 

VERMILION  COUNTY 

Alvin  District 

1929 

_ 

_ 

_ 

8,850 

_ 

__ 

-- 

1930 

8,850 

6,900 

1,950 

— 

-- 

1,950 

-- 

1,950 

531 

1931 

6,900 

4,700 

2,200 

-- 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,  200 

270 

1932 

4,700 

2,500 

2,  200 

-- 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

60 

1933 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

— 

— 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

180 

Beneficial  Special 

1918 

-- 

__ 

-- 

_ 

20,400 

— 

— 

— 

— 

District 

1919 

20,400 

20,400 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

816 

1920 

20,400 

17,000 

3,400 

— 

— 

3,400 

-- 

3,400 

1,224 

1921 

17,000 

13,600 

3,400 

-- 

3,400 

-- 

3,400 

1,020 

1922 

13,600 

10,200 

3,400 

-- 

-- 

3,400 

-- 

3,400 

816 

1923 

10,200 

6,800 

3,400 

— 

— 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

612 

*$259,200  refunded  for  $259,200  in  1932.  No  discount, 
interest  at  three  per  cent  provided  for  from  1932  to  1936;  six  per 
cent  from  1936  to  retirement. 


3Pald  before  maturity. 

4 $35, 000  refunded  for  $35,000  In  1924 


No  discount 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Total 

Mautiing  In 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

of 

Interest 

VERMILION  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Beneficial  Special 

1924 

$6,800 

$3,400 

$3,400 

__ 

__ 

$3,400 

$3,400 

$4  08 

District  -  Continued 

1925 

3,400 

-- 

3,400 

— 

— 

3,400 

— 

3,400 

204 

Hoopeston  District 

1926 

9,440 

6,240 

6,800 

_ 

$9,440 

3,200 

.. 

3,200 

271 

1927 

6,240 

600 

2,640 

$3,600 

2,640 

$3,000 

5,640 

435 

1928 

23,185 

19,200 

3,985 

6001 

23,185 

3,985 

-- 

3,985 

692 

1929 

19,200 

6,400 

12,800 

— 

-- 

6,400 

— 

6,400 

442 

1930 

12,800 

-- 

6,400 

6,400 

— - 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

421 

1931 

8,800 

-- 

— 

8,800 

-- 

— 

2,000 

2,000 

907 

1932 

6,800 

-- 

— 

6,800 

— 

-- 

400 

400 

398 

1933 

6,400 

— 

— 

6,400 

-- 

-- 

1,000 

1,000 

8 

1934 

5,400 

-- 

-- 

5,400 

— 

-- 

500 

500 

478 

1935 

4,900 

— 

— 

4,900 

-- 

— 

1,100 

1,100 

192 

1936 

3,800 

-- 

-- 

3,800 

— 

— 

— 

— 

117 

1937 

3,800 

— 

-- 

3,800 

-- 

— 

1,400 

1,400 

24  5 

1938 

2,400 

— 

-* 

2,400 

— 

— 

1,000 

1,000 

983 

Jamaica  Special  District 

1927 

-- 

_ 

3,410 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

1928 

3,410 

2,800 

610 

-- 

4,280 

610 

610 

181 

1929 

7,080 

5,620 

1,460 

— 

-- 

1,460 

— 

1,460 

433 

1930 

5,620 

4,040 

1,580 

— 

-- 

1,580 

-- 

1,580 

308 

1931 

4,040 

2,460 

1,580 

-- 

-- 

1,080 

J,080 

330 

1932 

2,960 

880 

1,580 

500 

— 

1,480 

500 

1,980 

232 

1933 

980 

— 

880 

100 

— 

— 

100 

100 

8 

1934 

880 

— 

— 

880 

— 

— 

880 

880 

53 

Johnson  District 

1926 

__ 

_ 

_ 

32,305 

... 

_ 

_ 

__ 

1927 

32,305 

30,805 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

1,063 

1928 

30,805 

28,105 

2,700 

-- 

-- 

2,700 

.. 

2,700 

1,859 

1929 

28,105 

24,117 

3,988 

-- 

-- 

3,988 

— 

3,988 

1,711 

1930 

24,117 

20,129 

3,988 

-- 

— 

4 , 2881 

4,288 

1,417 

1931 

19,829 

15,841 

3,988 

-- 

— 

2,488 

— 

2,488 

1,275 

1932 

17,341 

11,700 

4,141 

1,500 

-- 

3,200 

1,500 

4,700 

994 

1933 

12,641 

8,000 

3,700 

941 

-- 

— 

941 

941 

744 

1934 

11,700 

4,000 

4,000 

3,700 

— 

2,100 

3,300 

5,400 

540 

1935 

6,300 

4,000 

2,300 

— 

3,630 

2,100 

5,730 

270 

1936 

570 

-- 

— 

570 

— 

-- 

200 

200 

_ 

1937 

370 

-- 

-- 

370 

— 

— 

— 

_ 

140 

1938 

370 

— 

— 

370 

— 

300 

300 

17 

WABASH  COUNTY 

Allendale  District  #1 

1919 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

15,840 

_  __ 

1920 

15,840 

14 , 080 

1,760 

— 

— 

1,760 

__ 

1,760 

950 

1921 

14 , 080 

12,320 

1,760 

— 

-- 

1,760 

— 

1,760 

845 

1922 

12,320 

10,560 

1,760 

— 

-- 

1,760 

— 

1,760 

739 

1923 

10,560 

8,800 

1,760 

-- 

-- 

1,760 

-- 

1,760 

634 

1924 

8,800 

7,040 

1,760 

— 

— 

1,760 

— 

1,760 

528 

1925 

7,040 

5,280 

1,760 

— 

— 

1,760 

-- 

1,760 

422 

1926 

5,280 

3,520 

1,760 

-- 

— 

1,760 

— 

1,760 

347 

1927 

3,520 

1,760 

1,760 

— 

— 

1,760 

-- 

1,760 

211 

1928 

1,760 

— 

1,760 

— 

— 

1,760 

— 

1,760 

106 

Rochester  and  McCleary's 

1920 

-- 

_ 

_ 

_ 

68,000 

_  _ 

_  _ 

__ 

Bluff  Levee  District 

1921 

68,000 

64,600 

3,400 

-- 

— 

3,400 

_ 

3,400 

4,080 

1922 

64,600 

56,400 

8,200 

-- 

53,400 

8,200 

-- 

8,200 

6,756 

1923 

109,800 

101,000 

8,800 

-- 

-- 

8,800 

— 

8,800 

6,588 

1924 

101,000 

92,200 

8,800 

-- 

— 

8,800 

-- 

8,800 

6,060 

1925 

92,200 

83,400 

8,800 

— 

-- 

8,800 

-- 

8,800 

5,532 

1926 

83,400 

74,600 

8,800 

-- 

-- 

8,800 

— 

8,800 

5,004 

1927 

74,600 

65,800 

8,800 

— 

4,900 

8,800 

— 

8,800 

3,220 

1928 

70,700 

61,900 

8,800 

— 

3,000 

8,800 

— 

8,800 

6,053 

1929 

64,900 

54,800 

10,100 

— 

— 

10,100 

— 

10,100 

3,168 

1930 

54,800 

44,600 

10,200 

-- 

-- 

5,950 

-- 

5,950 

3,288 

1931 

48,850 

34,400 

10,200 

4,250 

-- 

5,800 

2,750 

8,550 

3,065 

1932 

40,300 

30,700 

3,700 

5,900 

-- 

300 

3,100 

3,400 

2,357 

1933 

36,900 

26,900 

3,800 

6,200 

-- 

500 

1,700 

2,200 

2,200 

1934 

34,700 

23,100 

3,800 

7,800 

— 

2,800 

5,800 

8,600 

2,322 

1935 

26,100 

19,300 

3,800 

3,000 

-- 

2,300 

3,000 

5,300 

1,386 

1936 

20,800 

15,500 

3,800 

1,500 

-- 

3,800 

500 

4,300 

1,420 

1937 

16,500 

15,100 

400 

1,000 

— 

400 

— 

400 

Wabash  District  #1 

1928 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

1,800 

__ 

1929 

1,800 

1,200 

600 

-- 

600 

_ 

600 

38 

1930 

1,200 

600 

600 

-- 

— 

600 

_ 

600 

72 

1931 

600 

— 

600 

— 

600 

— 

600 

45 

Wabash  District  #2 

1928 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

4,724 

1929 

4,724 

3,824 

900 

-- 

— 

900 

— 

900 

283 

1930 

3,824 

2,924 

900 

-- 

— 

900 

— 

900 

229 

1931 

2,924 

1,924 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

1 

1,000 

199 

Apparently  never  paid. 


*$300  paid  before  maturity. 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Payments  of  Principal 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

during 

Year 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

of 

Interest 

WABASH  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Wabash  District  #2  - 

1932 

$1,924 

$1,024 

$900 

_ 

$900 

_  _ 

$900 

$115 

Cont lnued 

1933 

1,024 

-- 

1,024 

— 

-- 

800 

— 

800 

614 

1934 

224 

— 

— 

$224 

— 

— 

$100 

100 

7 

1935 

124 

— 

124 

— 

124 

124 

15 

Wabash  District  #5 

1927 

__ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

$4 , 800 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  — 

1928 

4,800 

3,600 

1,200 

— 

— 

1,200 

— 

1,200 

288 

1929 

3,600 

2,400 

1,200 

— 

— 

1,200 

-- 

1,200 

192 

1930 

2,400 

1,200 

1,200 

-- 

-- 

1,200 

— 

1,200 

152 

1931 

1,200 

— 

1,200 

— 

— 

1,200 

— 

1,200 

96 

Wabash  District  #6 

1925 

.. 

_ 

_ 

3,000 

_  „ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

__ 

1926 

3,000 

2,000 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

180 

1927 

2,000 

1,000 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

120 

1928 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

60 

Wabash  District  #7 

1927 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

8,000 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

__ 

1928 

8,000 

6,000 

2,000 

-- 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

360 

1929 

6,000 

3,000 

3,000 

-- 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

270 

1930 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

135 

Wabash  District  #9 

1923 

__ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

2,000 

_ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

_  _ 

1929 

2,000 

1,600 

400 

-- 

-- 

400 

— 

400 

132 

1930 

1,600 

1,200 

4  00 

-- 

-- 

400 

-- 

400 

96 

1931 

1,200 

800 

400 

-- 

— 

400 

— 

400 

132 

1932 

800 

400 

400 

— 

-- 

400 

— 

400 

48 

1933 

400 

— 

400 

— 

— 

200 

-- 

200 

24 

1934 

200 

— 

-- 

200 

— 

— 

— 

__ 

1935 

200 

— 

— 

200 

— 

— 

200 

200 

48 

Wabash  District  #10 

1926 

_ 

__ 

_ 

6,000 

_ 

_ 

_  _ 

_ 

1927 

6,000 

4,500 

1,500 

— 

-- 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

360 

1928 

4,500 

3,000 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

270 

1929 

3,000 

1,500 

1,500 

-- 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

215 

1930 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

1,500 

90 

WAYNE  COUNTY 

Borah  District  #12 

1915 

59 , 000 

59,000 

_ 

_ 

59,000 

_  _ 

_  _ 

1,770 

1916 

59,000 

59,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1,770 

1917 

59,000 

59,000 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

705 

1918 

59,000 

59,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

31.1551 

1919 

59,000 

59,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1920 

59,000 

59,000 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

— 

__ 

1921 

59,000 

59,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

_ 

__ 

1922 

59,000 

48,800 

10,200 

— 

-- 

10,200 

— 

10,200 

— 

1923 

48,800 

37,500 

11,300 

— 

-- 

11,300 

-- 

11,300 

— 

1924 

37,500 

32,000 

5,500 

— 

— 

5,  500 

-- 

5,500 

— 

1925 

32,000 

26,600 

5,400 

— 

— 

5,400 

— 

5,400 

— 

1926 

26,600 

19,700 

6,900 

— 

-- 

6,000 

— 

6,900 

-- 

1927 

19,700 

14,200 

5,500 

— 

-- 

5,500 

-- 

5,500 

— 

1928 

14,200 

6,900 

7,300 

-- 

— 

7,300 

-- 

7,300 

— 

1929 

6,900 

-- 

6,900 

— 

-- 

5,400 

— 

5,400 

— 

1930 

1,500 

— 

— 

1,500 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Elm  River  District2 

1923 

3,540 

3,540 

_ 

_ 

3,540 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1924 

3,540 

2,540 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

— 

1,000 

105 

1925 

2,540 

1,180 

1,360 

— 

3,600 

1,360 

-- 

1,360 

170 

1926 

4,730 

3,600 

1,190 

-- 

— 

1,180 

— 

1,180 

287 

1927 

3,600 

2,400 

1,200 

— 

— 

1,200 

-- 

1,200 

216 

1928 

2,400 

1,200 

1,200 

-- 

-- 

1,200 

-- 

1,200 

144 

1929 

1,200 

— 

1,200 

-- 

— 

1,000 

.  -- 

1,000 

60 

1930 

200 

— 

— 

200 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Golden  Gate  District 

1920 

_ 

__ 

_ 

__ 

3,040 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1921 

3,040 

2,432 

608 

— 

-- 

608 

— 

608 

137 

1922 

2,432 

1,824 

608 

-- 

-- 

608 

— 

608 

146 

1923 

1,324 

1,212 

608 

-- 

-- 

608 

— 

608 

109 

1924 

1,212 

608 

608 

-- 

-- 

608 

-- 

608 

73 

1925 

608 

— 

608 

— 

— 

608 

— 

608 

36 

Leech  and  Massillion 

1922 

11,000 

11,000 

_  _ 

__ 

11,000 

_  _ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Union  District  #1 

1923 

11,000 

8,800 

2,200 

— 

-- 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

231 

(Also  in  Edwards 

1924 

8,800 

6,600 

2,200 

— 

— 

2,200 

-- 

2,200 

426 

County) 

1925 

6,600 

4,400 

2,200 

-- 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

396 

1926 

4,400 

2,  200 

2,200 

— 

— 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

267 

1927 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

— 

-- 

2,200 

— 

2,200 

145 

1937 

— 

““ 

-- 

7,200 

— 

— 

Skillet  Fork  River 

1926 

320,000 

320,000 

— 

— 

320,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

Outlet  Union  District 

1927 

320,000 

320,000 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

20,534 

(Also  in  White  and 

1928 

320,000 

320,000 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

— 

17,600 

Hamilton  Counties) 

1929 

320,000 

320,000 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

17,600 

2 No  records  available  after  1930. 


x$31,155  Interest  had  been  paid  from  1917  to  1931;  no  breakdown  shown, 
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District 

Year 

Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

WAYNE  COUNTY  -  Continued 

Skillet  Fork  River 

1930 

$320,000 

$320,000 

_ 

— 

_ 

__ 

___ 

$17,600 

Outlet  Union  District 

1931 

320,000 

299,000 

$21,000 

-- 

— 

$2,000* 

-- 

$2,000 

17,600 

(Also  in  White  and 

1932 

318,000 

278,000 

21,000 

$19,000 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

— 

Hamilton  Counties) 

1933 

318,000 

257,000 

21,000 

40,000 

-- 

— 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1934 

318,000 

236,000 

21,000 

61,000 

$167, 5302 

— 

— 

— 

““ 

Woods  District 

1925 

17,060 

17,060 

_ 

__ 

17,060 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

1926 

17,060 

13,648 

3,412 

-- 

-- 

3,412 

-- 

3,412 

1,095 

1927 

13,648 

10,236 

3,412 

-- 

-- 

3,412 

— 

3,412 

749 

1928 

10,236 

6,824 

3,412 

-- 

-- 

3,412 

-- 

3,412 

563 

1929 

6,824 

3,412 

3,412 

-- 

— 

3,412 

-- 

3,412 

375 

1930 

3,412 

— 

3,412 

— 

— 

3,412 

— 

3,412 

188 

WHITE  COUNTY 

Granny  Tweedle  Levee 

1921 

_ 

_ 

__ 

-- 

22,500 

-- 

__ 

563 

District 

1922 

22,500 

20,000 

2,500 

— 

18,500 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

1,535 

1923 

38,500 

36,000 

2,500 

-- 

-- 

2,500 

— 

2,500 

2,310 

1924 

36,000 

32,000 

4,000 

-- 

-- 

4,000 

— 

4,000 

2,160 

1925 

32,000 

27,500 

4,500 

— 

7,000 

4,500 

— 

4,500 

2,175 

1926 

34,500 

29,500 

5,000 

— 

-- 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

2,070 

1927 

29,500 

23,500 

6,000 

-- 

-- 

6,000 

— 

6,000 

1,770 

1928 

23 , 500 

18,000 

5,500 

-- 

-- 

5,500 

— 

5,500 

1,410 

1929 

18,000 

12,000 

6,000 

-- 

— 

6,000 

-- 

6,000 

1,080 

1930 

12,000 

6,000 

6,000 

— 

— 

6,000 

— 

6,000 

600 

1931 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

360 

1932 

4,000 

2,000 

2,000 

-- 

-- 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

240 

1933 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

60 

Randolph  District 

1930 

_ 

_ 

_ 

10,300 

_ 

_ 

_ 

-- 

1931 

10,300 

8,300 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,000 

618 

1932 

8,300 

6,300 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

498 

1933 

6,300 

4,300 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

— 

2,  000 

378 

1934 

4,300 

2,300 

2,000 

— 

— 

2,000 

-- 

2,000 

258 

1935 

2,300 

— 

2,300 

— 

— 

2,300 

— 

2,300 

138 

Salem  District 

1922 

_ 

_ 

__ 

_ 

5,000 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

1923 

5,000 

4,000 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

-- 

1,000 

300 

1924 

4,000 

2,500 

1,500 

— 

-- 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

240 

1925 

2,500 

1,500 

1,000 

— 

— 

1,000 

-- 

1,000 

150 

1926 

1,500 

— 

1,500 

-- 

-- 

1,500 

-- 

1,500 

90 

1930 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

1,800 

— 

-- 

-- 

— 

1931 

1,800 

1,600 

200 

-- 

— 

200 

-- 

200 

10 

1932 

1,600 

1,200 

400 

-- 

— 

400 

-- 

400 

44 

1933 

1,200 

800 

400 

— 

-- 

400 

-- 

400 

68 

1934 

800 

400 

400 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

-- 

92 

1935 

800 

““ 

400 

400 

— 

400 

$400 

800 

116 

WHITESIDE  COUNTY 

Meredosia  Levee  and 

1923 

_ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

18,500 

_ 

_ 

_ 

Drainage  District 

1924 

18,500 

16,650 

1,850 

— 

27,495 

1,850 

— 

1,850 

2,220 

(Also  in  Rock  Island 

1925 

44,145 

42,295 

1,850 

— 

— 

1,850 

— 

1,850 

2,762 

County) 

1926 

42,295 

40,445 

1,850 

-- 

— 

l,e50 

-- 

1,850 

2,612 

1927 

40,445 

35,350 

5,095 

-- 

— 

5,095 

-- 

5,095 

2,501 

1928 

35,350 

31,250 

4,100 

— 

1,610 

4,100 

-- 

4,100 

2,121 

1929 

32,860 

28,760 

4,100 

— 

— 

4,100 

— 

4,100 

2,012 

1930 

28,760 

24 , 050 

4,710 

““ 

29,000 

4,710 

-- 

4,710 

1,726 

1931 

53,050 

47,950 

5,100 

-- 

-- 

— 

-- 

— 

3,283 

1932 

53,050 

43,850 

4,100 

5,100 

-- 

— 

5,100 

5,100 

2,601 

1933 

47,950 

39,750 

4,100 

4,100 

-- 

— 

4,100 

4,100 

2,355 

1934 

43,850 

34,600 

5,150 

4,100 

-- 

— 

4,100 

4,100 

2,109 

1935 

39,750 

29,4  50 

5,150 

5,150 

— 

— 

5,150 

5,150 

1,800 

1936 

34,600 

24,300 

5,150 

5,150 

-- 

-- 

4,150 

4,150 

1,391 

1937 

30,450 

20,400 

3,900 

6,150 

— 

— 

6,150 

6,150 

1,176 

1938 

24,300 

16 , 500 

3,900 

3,900 

— 

— 

3,900 

3,900 

618 

Enterprise  District^ 

1927 

21,400 

21,400 

_ 

_ 

21,400 

_ 

_ 

_ 

__ 

1928 

21,400 

21,400 

— 

— 

— 

— 

-- 

— 

— 

1929 

21,400 

19,100 

2,300 

— 

— 

2,300 

— 

2,300 

1,284 

1930 

19,100 

16,800 

2,300 

— 

— 

2,300 

-- 

2,300 

1,146 

1931 

16,800 

14 , 500 

2,300 

-- 

— 

2,300 

— 

2,300 

1,008 

1932 

14 , 500 

12,200 

2,300 

— 

— 

2,300 

-- 

2,300 

870 

1933 

12, 200 

9,900 

2,300 

-- 

— 

2,300 

— 

2,300 

732 

1934 

9,900 

7,600 

2,300 

— 

-- 

2,300 

-- 

2,300 

594 

1935 

7,600 

5,300 

2,300 

-- 

— 

2,300 

— 

2,300 

456 

1936 

5,300 

3,000 

2,300 

-- 

— 

2,300 

-- 

2,300 

318 

1937 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

— 

— 

3,000 

— 

3,000 

180 

,Date  obtained  from  RFC;  Petition  for  refunding. 

The  RFC  refunded  $318,000  for  $167,530;  Discount  $150,470 
No  records  available  after  1934. 


3 $12, 600  issued  in  addition  to  above  amounts,  but  date  of 
issue  and  record  of  payments  not  available. 
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TABLE  III— BONDS  ISSUED,  PAID,  AND  OUTSTANDING— concluded 


Outstanding 

January  1 

Issued 

during 

Year 

Payments  of  Principal 

Payments 

of 

Interest 

District 

Year 

Total 

Maturing  in 
Subsequent 
Years 

Maturing 

during 

Year 

Delinquent 

Paid 

at 

Maturity 

Delinquent 

Payments 

Total 

WOODFORD  COUNTY 

Mud  Creek  District 

1930 

$12,000 

1931 

$12,000 

$10,700 

$1,300 

— 

— 

$1,300 

-- 

$1,300 

$780 

1932 

10,700 

9,400 

1,300 

-- 

— 

1,300 

— 

1,300 

642 

1933 

9,400 

8,000 

1,400 

— 

-- 

1,900^ 

1,900 

578 

1934 

7,500 

6,700 

800 

— 

-- 

800 

-- 

800 

450 

1935 

6,700 

5,400 

1,300 

— 

— 

1,300 

— 

1,300 

402 

1936 

5,400 

4,000 

1,400 

— 

-- 

1,400 

— 

1,400 

324 

1937 

4,000 

2,700 

1,300 

— 

— 

1,300 

-- 

1,300 

240 

1938 

2,700 

1,400 

1,300 

— 

— 

1,300 

— 

1,300 

132 

Clayton-Bennington 

1929 

-- 

— 

— 

— 

2,500 

— 

— 

— 

21 

District 

1930 

2,500 

2,000 

500 

— 

— 

500 

-- 

500 

125 

1931 

2,000 

1,500 

500 

— 

— 

2, 0002 

— 

2,000 

100 

■'■Includes  $500  paid  before  maturity 


2Includes  $1,500  paid  before  maturity 


TABLE  IV 

AVERAGE  AMOUNT  CHARGED  PER  ACRE  BY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 
FOR  CONSTRUCTION  AND  ANNUAL  BENEFITS:  BY  YEARS 


203 


Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

ATLAS  CREEK 

DRAINAGE  DISTRIC 

s 

BIG  CREEK  E 

RAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Ml 

BIG 

PRAIRIE  DRAINA 

GE  DISTRICT  -  Con 

tinued 

(Sub  of  Sny  Island) 

Pulaski  Co., 

Cache  River  Watershed 

Pike  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1,420  Acres 

1928 

$  9.47 

$  3.00 

$12.47 

2, 

194  Acres 

1929 

6.65 

3.00 

9.65 

1921 

$  .47 

*  — 

$  .47 

1930 

6.43 

3.00 

9.43 

1919 

$  — 

$  .30 

$  .30 

1922 

.45 

— 

.45 

1931 

6.43 

3.00 

9.43 

1920 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1923 

.44 

-- 

.44 

1932 

6.43 

3.00 

9.43 

1921 

— 

.30 

.30 

1924 

.43 

-- 

.43 

1933 

6.43 

3.00 

9.43 

1922 

.40 

-- 

.40 

1925 

.42 

-- 

.42 

1934 

6.43 

— 

6.43 

1923 

2.01 

-- 

2.01 

1926 

.41 

— 

.41 

1935 

1.60 

-- 

1.60 

1924 

2.01 

.30 

2.31 

1927 

.40 

-- 

.40 

1936 

1.60 

— 

1.60 

1925 

2.01 

.30 

2.31 

1920 

.39 

-- 

.39 

1937 

1.60 

— 

1.60 

1926 

2.01 

.30 

2.31 

1929 

.38 

-- 

.38 

1933 

1.60 

-- 

1.60 

1927 

5.49 

.30 

5.79 

1930 

.37 

-- 

.37 

1939 

1.60 

— 

1.60 

1928 

2.70 

.30 

3.00 

1931 

.36 

-- 

.36 

1929 

2.66 

.30 

2.96 

1932 

.35 

-- 

.35 

1930 

2.61 

.30 

2.91 

1933 

.34 

— 

.34 

BIG  SWAN  DRAINAGE  Aim  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1931 

2.57 

.30 

2.87 

1934 

.33 

-- 

.33 

Scott  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1932 

2.45 

.30 

2.75 

1935 

.32 

-- 

.32 

2,054  Acres  (Pumping  Plant) 

1933 

.81 

.30 

1.13 

1936 

.31 

— 

.31 

1934 

.76 

.30 

1.06 

1937 

.26 

-- 

.26 

1915 

1.08 

.88 

1.96 

1935 

.79 

.30 

1.09 

1938 

.26 

-- 

.26 

1916 

1.04 

.97 

2.01 

1936 

— 

.30 

.30 

1939 

.2  6 

-- 

.26 

1917 

1.00 

.97 

1.97 

1918 

.96 

.97 

1.93 

1919 

.92 

.97 

1.39 

BANNER  SPECIAL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

BIG  CREEK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  #2 

1920 

.88 

.98 

1.86 

Peoria  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

Pulaski  Co. ,  Cache  River  Watershed 

1921 

.94 

.97 

1.91 

4,561  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

5,433 

Acres 

1922 

.93 

1.30 

2.23 

1923 

2.83 

1.10 

3.93 

1929 

2.93 

-- 

2.93 

1929 

.31 

.20 

.51 

1924 

1.36 

.99 

2.35 

1930 

4.98 

-- 

4.98 

1930 

.47 

.20 

.67 

1925 

1.05 

.99 

2.04 

1931 

2.45 

— 

2.45 

1931 

.  53 

.20 

.73 

1926 

1.00 

.99 

1.99 

1932 

2.29 

-- 

2.29 

1932 

.51 

.12 

.63 

1927 

.95 

1.25 

2.20 

1933 

2.91 

-- 

2.91 

1933 

.50 

.05 

.55 

1928 

1.82 

1.25 

3.07 

1934 

3.02 

-- 

3.02 

1934 

.43 

.05 

.48 

1929 

2.03 

1.99 

4.02 

1935 

3.14 

-- 

3.14 

1935 

.49 

.05 

.54 

1930 

1.97 

1.59 

3.56 

1936 

3.77 

-- 

3.77 

1936 

.17 

.05 

.22 

1931 

2.86 

1.24 

4.10 

1937 

3.84 

-- 

3.84 

1937 

.17 

— 

.17 

1932 

2.20 

1.49 

3.69 

1938 

4.01 

-- 

4.01 

1938 

.17 

-- 

.17 

1933 

1.29 

1.49 

2.78 

1939 

4.13 

-- 

4.13 

1934 

1.29 

.99 

2.28 

1935 

2.02 

1.16 

3.18 

BIG  LAKE  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1936 

1.36 

— 

1.36 

BAY  CREEK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Schuyler  Co..  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1937 

1.36 

— 

1.36 

(Sub  of  Sny  Island) 

3,725  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1938 

1.36 

— 

1.36 

Pike 

Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1939 

.83 

— 

.83 

6,408 

Acres 

1919 

— 

1.52 

1.52 

1920 

-- 

1.52 

1.52 

1907 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1921 

-- 

1.76 

1.76 

BLACKHAWK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1908 

.30 

.30 

1922 

— 

1.52 

1.52 

Rock 

Island  Co. ,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1909 

1.56 

.30 

1.86 

1923 

.54 

1.52 

2.06 

2.401  Acres 

1910 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1924 

1.29 

1.52 

2.31 

1911 

— 

— 

— 

1925 

1.29 

1.76 

3.05 

1923 

2.09 

-- 

2.09 

1912 

— 

.30 

.30 

1926 

4.08 

2.65 

6.73 

1924 

2.26 

-- 

2.26 

1913 

1.56 

.30 

1.86 

1927 

4.04 

2.65 

6.69 

1925 

2.26 

-- 

2.26 

1914 

— 

.30 

.30 

1928 

3.94 

2.28 

6.22 

1926 

2.28 

-- 

2.28 

1915 

.30 

.30 

1929 

3.78 

2.28 

6.06 

1927 

2.83 

-- 

2.38 

1916 

— 

.30 

.30 

1930 

3.63 

2.28 

5.91 

1928 

2.85 

— 

2.85 

1917 

1.  56 

.30 

1.86 

1931 

3.47 

2.28 

5.75 

1929 

2.75 

-- 

2.75 

1918 

— 

.30 

.30 

1932 

2.39 

1.14 

4.03 

1930 

2.69 

— 

2.69 

1919 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1933 

2.72 

2.28 

5.00 

1931 

2.60 

-- 

2.60 

1920 

— 

.30 

.30 

1934 

2.63 

2.28 

4.96 

1932 

2.50 

-- 

2.50 

1921 

— 

.30 

.30 

1935 

2.68 

2.23 

4.96 

1933 

.52 

— 

.52 

1922 

— 

.30 

.30 

1936 

-- 

1.52 

1.52 

1934 

.49 

— 

.49 

1923 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1935 

.47 

— 

.47 

1924 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1936 

.44 

— 

.44 

1925 

— 

.30 

.30 

BIG  LAKE  SPECIAL  DISTRICT 

1926 

— 

.30 

.30 

Jackson  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1927 

2.62 

.30 

2.92 

7,200  Acres 

BRIAR  CREEK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1928 

.24 

.30 

.54 

Pulaski  Co. ,  Cache  River  Watershed 

1929 

.41 

.30 

.71 

1925 

.49 

.47 

.96 

1,985  Acres 

1930 

1.64 

.30 

1.94 

1926 

1.87 

.25 

2.12 

1931 

1.58 

.30 

1.88 

1927 

2.31 

.24 

2.65 

1926 

.63 

.10 

.73 

1932 

1.25 

.30 

1.55 

1928 

2.12 

.05 

2.17 

1927 

.94 

.10 

1.04 

1933 

1.32 

.30 

1.62 

1929 

2.13 

-- 

2.13 

1928 

.94 

.10 

1.04 

1934 

1.36 

.30 

1.66 

1930 

2.16 

.05 

2.21 

1929 

.90 

.10 

1.00 

1935 

1.27 

.30 

1.57 

1931 

2.49 

.30 

2.79 

1930 

.86 

.10 

.96 

1936 

.05 

.30 

.35 

1932 

4.52 

.17 

4.69 

1931 

.83 

.10 

.93 

1933 

.55 

.08 

.63 

1932 

.83 

.10 

.93 

1934 

.46 

.22 

.68 

1933 

.80 

.10 

.90 

BAY  ISLAND  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1935 

.18 

-- 

.18 

1934 

.66 

.10 

.76 

Mercer  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1936 

.17 

.15 

.32 

1935 

.68 

.10 

.78 

18,300  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1937 

.17 

— 

.17 

1936 

.07 

.10 

.17 

1924 

2.25 

.61 

2.86 

1925 

2.24 

1.38 

3.62 

BIG  PRAIRIE  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

BULLS  EYE  SPECIAL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1926 

1.76 

1.99 

3.75 

Brown  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

Mason  Co. .  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1927 

2.22 

.30 

2.52 

1,873  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant) 

7.296  Acres 

1928 

2.86 

1.79 

4.65 

1929 

2.21 

1.06 

3.27 

1916 

12.85 

— 

12.85 

1928 

.07 

-- 

.07 

1930 

2.14 

1.77 

3.91 

1917 

2.69 

— 

2.69 

1929 

__ 

1931 

1.61 

1.01 

2.62 

1918 

4.42 

— 

4.42 

1930 

.50 

— 

.50 

1932 

1.53 

.52 

2.05 

1919 

6.86 

— 

6.86 

1931 

.90 

-- 

.90 

1933 

1.53 

-- 

1.53 

1920 

3.08 

-- 

3.08 

1932 

.83 

... 

.83 

1934 

1.53 

.30 

1.83 

1921 

9.50 

— 

9.50 

1933 

.86 

— 

.86 

1935 

1.10 

.58 

1.68 

1922 

9.24 

-- 

9.24 

1934 

.82 

— 

.32 

1936 

4.89 

1.10 

5.99 

1923 

8.98 

-- 

8.98 

1935 

.80 

-- 

.80 

1937 

1.09 

-- 

1.09 

1924 

8.98 

-- 

8.98 

1936 

.77 

— 

.77 

1938 

1.09 

-- 

1.09 

1925 

11.65 

.96 

12.61 

1937 

.69 

-- 

.69 

1939 

1.09 

-- 

1.09 

1926 

9.21 

.96 

10.18 

1938 

.69 

— 

.69 

1927 

8.93 

.96 

9.89 

1939 

.69 

-- 

.69 
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TABLE  IV— CHARGES  PER  ACRE— continued 


Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

CA 

CHE  RIVER  DRAI 

'(AGE  DISTRICT  ( Ma 

In) 

CA 

CKE  RIVER  DRAI 

NAGE  DISTRICT  (Sul 

#4  )  - 

CAPT 

AIN  POND  DRAIN 

AGE  DISTRICT  -  Co 

ntinued 

Massac  Co.,  Cache  River  Watershed 

Continued 

67,900  Acres 

1932 

$  - 

?  .16 

0  .16 

1927 

$  .48 

$  .13 

$  .61 

1933 

.16 

.16 

1921 

#  .38 

$  .10 

$  .48 

1928 

.46 

.15 

.59 

1934 

— 

.16 

.16 

1922 

.30 

.10 

.40 

1929 

.45 

.13 

.58 

1935 

-- 

.16 

.16 

1923 

.37 

.10 

.47 

1930 

.43 

.13 

.56 

1936 

.16 

.16 

.32 

1924 

.25 

-- 

.25 

1931 

.41 

.13 

.54 

1937 

.30 

.16 

.46 

1925 

.25 

.10 

.35 

1932 

.40 

.13 

.53 

1938 

— 

.16 

.16 

1926 

.30 

.10 

.40 

1933 

.38 

.13 

.51 

1927 

.30 

.10 

.40 

1934 

.24 

.1 3 

.37 

1928 

.22 

.10 

.32 

1935 

— 

.13 

.13 

CARROLL  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  AID  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1929 

.21 

.10 

.31 

1936 

— 

.13 

.13 

Carroll  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1930 

.21 

.10 

.31 

1937 

— 

.13 

.13 

3,620  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1931 

— 

.05 

.05 

1932 

— 

.05 

.05 

1923 

.86 

1.66 

2.52 

1933 

-- 

.10 

.10 

CACHE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  (Sub  # 5) 

1924 

2.35 

1.66 

4.01 

1934 

— 

.10 

.10 

Massac  Co.,  Cache  River  Watershed 

1925 

2.41 

1.66 

4.07 

1935 

— 

.10 

.10 

5,164  Acres 

1926 

2.41 

1.66 

4.07 

193G 

-- 

.10 

.10 

1927 

2.41 

1.66 

4.07 

1937 

-- 

.10 

.10 

1921 

.97 

.13 

1.10 

1928 

4.62 

1.66 

6.28 

1922 

.94 

.13 

1.07 

1929 

4.80 

1.66 

6.46 

1923 

.91 

.15 

1.04 

1930 

4.69 

1.66 

6.35 

CACHE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  (Sub  #1) 

1924 

.55 

— 

.55 

1931 

2.76 

1.66 

4.42 

Massac  Co.,  Cache  River  Watershed 

1925 

.52 

.13 

.65 

1932 

3.04 

1.66 

4.70 

32,178  Acres 

1926 

.48 

.13 

.61 

1933 

3.04 

1.66 

4.70 

1927 

.47 

.13 

.60 

1934 

3.31 

-- 

3.31 

1921 

.34 

.08 

.42 

1928 

.45 

.13 

.58 

1935 

3.59 

-- 

3.59 

1922 

.34 

.00 

.42 

1929 

.44 

.13 

.57 

1936 

3.59 

-- 

3.59 

1923 

.33 

.08 

.41 

1930 

.43 

.13 

.56 

1937 

3.87 

— 

3.87 

1924 

.33 

— 

.33 

1931 

.42 

.13 

.55 

1933 

4.14 

-- 

4.14 

1925 

.32 

.08 

.40 

1932 

.40 

.13 

.53 

1939 

4.14 

-- 

4.14 

1926 

.25 

.08 

.33 

1933 

.39 

.13 

.52 

1927 

.25 

.08 

.33 

1934 

.38 

.13 

.51 

1928 

.24 

.08 

.32 

1935 

.37 

.13 

.50 

CHAUTAUQUA  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1929 

.23 

.08 

.31 

1936 

.35 

.13 

.48 

Haeon  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1930 

.23 

.08 

.31 

1937 

— 

.14 

.14 

3,600  Acres 

1931 

.22 

.08 

.30 

1932 

.22 

.06 

.28 

1918 

17.32 

1.38 

18.70 

1933 

-- 

.06 

.06 

CAHOKIA  CREEK 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1919 

2  .b 3 

1.38 

4.21 

1934 

— 

.06 

.06 

Madison  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1920 

2 .03 

1.38 

4.21 

1935 

-- 

.06 

.06 

3,400  Acres 

1921 

2.73 

1.38 

4.11 

1936 

— 

.03 

.03 

1922 

10.34 

1.38 

11.72 

1937 

— 

.06 

.06 

1921 

3.28 

— 

3.28 

1923 

10.71 

1.38 

12.09 

1922 

4.22 

-- 

4.22 

1924 

8.35 

1.38 

9.73 

1923 

4.34 

— 

4.34 

1925 

7.17 

-- 

7.17 

CACHE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  (Sub  #2) 

1924 

4.32 

— 

4.32 

1926 

7.17 

— 

7.17 

Massac  Co.,  Cache  River  Watershed 

1925 

4.07 

-- 

4.07 

1927 

7.17 

-- 

7.17 

6,777  Acres 

1926 

3.92 

-- 

3.92 

1928 

7.17 

— 

7.17 

1927 

3.78 

-- 

3.78 

1929 

7.  ?  7 

— 

7.17 

1921 

.21 

.06 

.30 

1928 

3.67 

— 

3.67 

1930 

7.17 

— 

7.17 

1922 

.23 

.06 

.29 

1929 

3.53 

-- 

3.53 

1931 

7.72 

— 

7.72 

1923 

.23 

.06 

.29 

1930 

3.40 

-- 

3.40 

1924 

.23 

.06 

.29 

1925 

.22 

.06 

.28 

CHOUTEAU.  NAME OK I  & 

VENICE  DRAINAGE 

DISTRICT 

1926 

.14 

.06 

.20 

CAIRO  DRAINAGE 

AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

Madison  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1927 

.14 

.06 

.20 

Alexander  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

4,066  Acres 

1928 

.18 

.06 

.24 

6,395  Acres 

1929 

.18 

.06 

.24 

1924 

.94 

.61 

1.55 

1930 

.18 

.06 

.24 

1914 

5.18 

.14 

5.32 

1925 

1.74 

.61 

2.55 

1931 

.18 

.06 

.24 

1915 

6.32 

.14 

6.46 

1926 

1.69 

.61 

2.30 

1932 

.17 

.06 

.23 

1916 

6.15 

.14 

6.29 

1927 

1.63 

.61 

2.24 

1933 

.11 

.06 

.17 

1117 

5.98 

.14 

6.12 

1928 

1.59 

.61 

2.20 

1934 

.11 

.06 

.17 

1918 

5.81 

.14 

5.95 

1929 

1.53 

.61 

2.14 

1935 

.05 

— 

.05 

1919 

5.67 

.14 

5.81 

1930 

1.49 

.61 

2.10 

1936 

.05 

— 

.05 

1920 

5.47 

.14 

5.61 

1931 

1.45 

-- 

1.45 

1937 

.07 

— 

.07 

1921 

5.30 

.14 

5.44 

1932 

1.40 

— 

1.40 

1922 

5.44 

.14 

5.58 

1933 

1.36 

-- 

1.36 

1923 

7.33 

.14 

7.47 

1934 

1.32 

-- 

1.32 

C  AC  PEE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  (Sub  #3) 

1924 

5.10 

.14 

5.24 

1935 

1.28 

-- 

1.28 

Massac  Co.,  Cache  River  Watershed 

1925 

4.15 

.14 

4.29 

1936 

1.24 

— 

1.24 

2,035  Acres 

1926 

4.02 

.14 

4.16 

1937 

1.15 

-- 

1.15 

1927 

3.59 

.14 

3.73 

1921 

.62 

.20 

.82 

1928 

3.81 

.14 

3.95 

1922 

.61 

.20 

.81 

1929 

5.39 

.14 

5.53 

CLEAR  CREEK  SPECIAL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1923 

.60 

.20 

.80 

1930 

5.21 

.14 

5.35 

Cass  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1924 

.59 

.20 

.79 

1931 

5.03 

.14 

5.17 

1,956  Acres 

1925 

.58 

.20 

.70 

1932 

4.85 

.14 

4.99 

1926 

.39 

.20 

.59 

1933 

4.66 

.14 

4.80 

1924 

.50 

-- 

.50 

1927 

.38 

.20 

.58 

1954 

1.22 

.14 

1.36 

1925 

3.79 

.46 

4.25 

1928 

.37 

.20 

.57 

1935 

1.19 

.14 

1.33 

1926 

3.94 

.46 

4.40 

1929 

.36 

.20 

.56 

1936 

1.15 

.14 

1.29 

1927 

3.84 

.46 

4.30 

1930 

.35 

.20 

.55 

1937 

1.07 

— 

1.07 

1928 

3.71 

.46 

4.17 

1931 

.34 

.20 

.54 

1938 

1.07 

-- 

1.07 

1929 

3.14 

.46 

3.60 

1932 

.33 

.12 

.45 

1939 

1.03 

-- 

1.03 

1930 

3.18 

.46 

3.64 

1933 

.21 

.12 

.33 

1931 

3.44 

.46 

3.90 

1934 

— 

.12 

.12 

1932 

2.53 

.46 

2.99 

1935 

— 

.12 

.12 

CAPTAIN  POND 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1933 

2.53 

— 

2.53 

Jasper  Co. ,  Embarrass  River  Watershed 

1934 

5.34 

-- 

5.34 

7,353  Acres 

1935 

2.81 

— 

2.81 

CACHE  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  (Sub  #4  ) 

1936 

2.81 

— 

2.81 

Massac  Co. ,  Cache  River  Watershed 

1922 

1.56 

.16 

1.72 

1937 

2.81 

— 

2.81 

2,830  Acres 

1923 

1.88 

.16 

2.04 

1938 

2.81 

— 

2.81 

1924 

2.04 

.16 

2.20 

1921 

.64 

.13 

.77 

1925 

2.04 

.16 

2.20 

1922 

.62 

.13 

•  75 

1926 

2.04 

.16 

2.20 

COAL  CREEK 

)RAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1923 

.61 

.13 

.74 

1927 

4.00 

.16 

4.16 

Schuyler  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1924 

.59 

.59 

1928 

3.92 

.16 

4.08 

6,440  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1925 

.57 

.13 

.70 

1929 

1.83 

.16 

1.99 

1926 

.50 

.13 

.63 

1930 

.09 

.16 

.25 

1921 

.32 

2.64 

2.96 

1931 

.09 

.16 

.25 

1922 

.78 

— 

.78 

TABLE  IV— CHARGES  PER  ACRE— continued 
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Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

COA 

L  CREEK  DRATNA 

GE  DISTRICT  -  Con 

tinued 

EAST 

:APE  GIRARDEAU 

AND  CLEAR  CREEK  D 

ISTRICT- 

■’OSTER  DRAIN  AGI 

AND  LEVEE  DISTRI 

CT 

Continued 

Madison  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1923 

$  .72 

$  2.13 

$  2.85 

900  Acres 

1924 

1.82 

2.13 

3.95 

1913 

v  .25 

J  .05 

•?  .30 

1925 

1.76 

1.42 

3.18 

1914 

.56 

.05 

.61 

1923 

V  3.56 

$  •  33 

V  3.89 

1926 

1.68 

1.89 

3.57 

1915 

.56 

.05 

.61 

1924 

4.39 

.33 

4.72 

1927 

1.60 

2.13 

3.73 

1916 

.66 

.05 

.71 

1925 

4.35 

.33 

4.68 

1928 

1.66 

2.60 

4.26 

1917 

.84 

.16 

1.00 

1926 

4.23 

.33 

4.56 

1929 

1.71 

3.07 

4.73 

1918 

1.44 

.16 

1.60 

1927 

4.12 

.33 

4.45 

1930 

2.82 

2.76 

5.58 

1919 

1.48 

.16 

1.62 

1923 

4.05 

.33 

4.38 

1931 

1.93 

1.97 

3.90 

1920 

1.58 

.16 

1.74 

1929 

3.89 

.33 

4.22 

1932 

1.93 

— 

1.93 

1921 

1.70 

.16 

1.86 

1930 

3.79 

.33 

4.12 

1933 

1.89 

-- 

1.89 

1922 

1.65 

.16 

1.81 

1931 

3.67 

.33 

4.00 

1934 

2.41 

-- 

2.41 

1923 

1.46 

.16 

1.62 

1932 

3.55 

.33 

3.88 

1935 

2.41 

-- 

2.41 

1924 

1.54 

.16 

1.70 

1933 

— 

.17 

.17 

1936 

2.41 

-- 

2.41 

1925 

1.47 

.16 

1.63 

1934 

-- 

.33 

.33 

1937 

2.41 

— 

2.41 

1926 

1.41 

.16 

1.57 

1935 

-- 

.33 

.33 

1927 

1.17 

.16 

1.33 

1936 

— 

.33 

.33 

1928 

1.35 

.16 

1.51 

1937 

— 

.33 

.33 

COOK 

WN  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT  (Sub  #2  ) 

1929 

1.28 

.16 

1.44 

1938 

— 

.17 

.17 

Scott  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1930 

1.30 

.16 

1.46 

4,630  Acres 

1931 

.96 

.10 

1.06 

1932 

.38 

— 

.38 

HADLEY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1929 

-- 

.33 

.33 

(Sub  District  of  Sny  Island) 

1930 

.55 

.33 

.83 

Pike  Co. ,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1931 

.53 

.16 

.69 

EAST  LIVERPOOL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

9,082  Acres 

1932 

.51 

.16 

.67 

Fulton  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1933 

.49 

.08 

.57 

2,760  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1916 

— 

.28 

.28 

1934 

.47 

.16 

.63 

1917 

-- 

.28 

.28 

1935 

.45 

.08 

.53 

1919 

11.55 

-- 

11.55 

1918 

.24 

.28 

.52 

1936 

.43 

.08 

.51 

1920 

1.53 

— 

1.53 

1919 

.24 

.28 

.52 

1937 

.35 

-- 

.35 

1921 

o3 . 92 

2.63 

36.55 

1920 

.24 

.28 

.52 

1938 

.35 

— 

.35 

1922 

3.09 

2.63 

5.72 

1921 

.24 

.28 

.52 

1939 

.35 

-- 

.35 

1923 

3.09 

2.63 

5.72 

1922 

1.31 

.28 

1.59 

1924 

10.04 

2.63 

12.67 

1923 

1.29 

.28 

1.57 

1925 

9.73 

— 

9.73 

1924 

1.27 

.28 

1.55 

CRANE  CREEK 

DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE 

1926 

9.36 

— 

9.36 

1925 

1.24 

.28 

1.52 

Schuyler  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1927 

9.02 

— 

9.02 

1926 

1.22 

.28 

1.50 

5,021  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1928 

8.67 

— 

8.67 

1927 

1.20 

.28 

1.48 

1929 

7.64 

— 

7.64 

1928 

1.17 

.28 

1.45 

1921 

-- 

2.02 

2.02 

1930 

6.96 

— 

6.96 

1929 

1.15 

.28 

1.43 

1922 

-- 

— 

-- 

1931 

6.96 

— 

6.96 

1930 

1.13 

.28 

1.41 

1923 

.54 

2.00 

2.54 

1932 

6.96 

— 

6.96 

1931 

1.10 

.28 

1.38 

1924 

1.07 

2.00 

3.07 

1933 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1932 

-- 

.28 

.28 

1925 

1.07 

1.58 

3.65 

1934 

4.03 

— 

4.03 

1933 

-- 

.28 

.23 

1926 

3.55 

1.60 

5.15 

1935 

4.03 

-- 

4.03 

1934 

— 

.28 

.28 

1927 

3.42 

2.10 

5.52 

1936 

4.03 

— 

4.03 

1935 

-- 

.28 

.28 

1928 

3.42 

1.69 

5.11 

1937 

4.03 

-  - 

4.03 

1936 

— 

.28 

.28 

1929 

3.46 

1.60 

5.06 

1938 

4.03 

— 

4.03 

1930 

3.15 

1.60 

4.75 

1939 

4.03 

-- 

4.03 

1931 

2.67 

1.70 

4.37 

(UKT/CLL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1932 

2.44 

1.00 

3.44 

Greene  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1933 

2.28 

1.50 

3.78 

ELDRED  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

8,571  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1934 

2.34 

1.25 

3.59 

Greene  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1935 

2.34 

1.65 

3.99 

8,396  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1923 

.46 

1.43 

1.89 

1936 

2.34 

1.40 

3.74 

1924 

.63 

1.43 

2.06 

1937 

2.36 

1.40 

3.76 

1925 

1.44 

-- 

1.44 

1925 

.63 

1.43 

2.06 

1938 

-- 

1.50 

1.50 

1926 

1.44 

-- 

1.44 

1926 

1.24 

1.43 

2.67 

1927 

1.44 

— 

1.44 

1927 

1.90 

1.43 

3.33 

1928 

1.44 

— 

1.44 

1928 

2.82 

1.43 

4.25 

DRURY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1929 

1.44 

— 

1.44 

1929 

2.76 

1.43 

4.19 

Rock 

Islend  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1930 

1.44 

— 

1.44 

1930 

2.70 

1.43 

4.13 

4,568  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1931 

1.44 

— 

1.44 

1931 

1.04 

1.43 

2.47 

1932 

1.44 

-- 

1.44 

1932 

1.04 

1.43 

2.47 

1911 

-- 

.66 

.66 

1933 

1.44 

-- 

1.44 

1933 

1.50 

1.43 

2.93 

1912 

1.77 

1.09 

2.86 

1934 

1.44 

— 

1.44 

1934 

2.25 

1.43 

3.68 

1913 

1.77 

1.09 

2.86 

1935 

1.44 

— 

1.44 

1935 

2.11 

1.43 

3.54 

1914 

1.77 

1.09 

2.86 

1936 

1.44 

-- 

1.44 

1936 

-- 

1.43 

1.43 

1915 

1,77 

1.09 

2.86 

1937 

1.44 

-- 

1.44 

1937 

-- 

1.43 

1.43 

1916 

1.77 

— 

1.77 

1938 

1.44 

— 

1.44 

1917 

1.77 

.30 

2.07 

1918 

1.77 

1.00 

2.77 

HENDERSON  COUNTY 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  #1 

1919 

1.77 

1.30 

3.07 

ENGLAND  POND 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Henderson  Co. ,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1920 

1.77 

1.00 

2.77 

Lawrence  Co.,  Wabash  River  Watershed 

7,009  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1921 

3.96 

2.00 

5.96 

6,135  Acres 

1922 

2.19 

3.50 

5.69 

1913 

1.48 

.58 

2.06 

1923 

2.19 

1.75 

3.94 

1929 

.48 

.63 

1.11 

1914 

1.34 

.30 

1.64 

1924 

2.19 

1.75 

3.94 

1930 

.64 

.63 

1.27 

1915 

2.16 

.60 

2.76 

1925 

2.19 

1.00 

3.19 

1931 

1.43 

.03 

1.47 

1916 

2.55 

.60 

3.15 

1926 

2.19 

1.00 

3.19 

1932 

1.43 

.16 

1.59 

1917 

2.61 

.60 

3.21 

1927 

2.19 

1.00 

3.19 

1933 

1.75 

.20 

1.95 

1918 

2.72 

.95 

3.67 

1928 

2.19 

2.50 

4.69 

1934 

1.71 

.24 

1.95 

1919 

2.82 

.95 

3.77 

1929 

2.59 

3.00 

5.59 

1935 

1.60 

.16 

1.76 

1920 

2.93 

1.91 

4.84 

1930 

4.34 

3.00 

7.34 

1936 

.82 

.20 

1.02 

1921 

3.01 

1.43 

4.44 

1931 

3.77 

1.80 

5.57 

1937 

.80 

.29 

1.09 

1922 

3.25 

1.43 

4.68 

1932 

3.06 

1.80 

4.86 

1938 

.80 

.33 

1.13 

1923 

3.19 

1.43 

4.52 

1933 

3.06 

-- 

3.06 

1924 

3.34 

2.38 

5.72 

1934 

3.06 

— 

3.06 

1925 

3.00 

2.37 

5.37 

1935 

3.06 

1.51 

4.57 

FALL  CREEK  DISTRICT 

1926 

3.42 

2.37 

5.79 

1936 

3.06 

1.21 

4.27 

Adams  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1927 

3.78 

2.36 

6.14 

1937 

3.06 

3.50 

6.56 

3,107  Acres  (Pumping  Plant) 

1928 

4.07 

1.85 

5.92 

1938 

3.06 

-- 

3.06 

1929 

4.46 

2.29 

6.75 

1939 

3.06 

-- 

3.06 

1928 

.92 

.30 

1.22 

1930 

4.46 

2.29 

6.75 

1929 

1.09 

.30 

1.39 

1931 

3.64 

1.39 

5.03 

1930 

1.06 

.30 

1.36 

1932 

.33 

.93 

1.26 

EAST 

CAPE  CIRARDEAU 

AND  CLEAR  CREEK  DISTRICT 

1931 

1.02 

.30 

1.32 

1933 

1.17 

1.17 

Alexander  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1932 

.93 

r  .30 

1.23 

1934 

— 

1.17 

1.17 

9,368  Acres 

1935 

-- 

1.40 

1.40 

1936 

-- 

1.36 

1.36 

1911 

.25 

.05 

.30 

1912 

.25 

.05 

.30 

206 


TABLE  IV— CHARGES  PER  ACRE— continued 


Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Chargee 

Total 

HI 

hidhrson  couim: 

DRAINAGE  DISTRIC 

■LJZ 

H 

ILLVIEW  DRAINA 

GE  AND  LEVEE  DIST 

RICT  - 

K 

EACH  DRAINAGE 

DISTRICT  -  Contin 

ued 

Henderson  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

Continued 

7,010  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1933 

$  .84 

$  - 

$  .84 

1934 

$  .70 

$  2.03 

$  2.73 

1934 

.88 

.88 

1912 

$  .62 

$ 

$  .62 

1935 

.70 

2.01 

2.71 

1935 

.88 

_ 

.88 

1913 

1.39 

.60 

1.99 

1936 

3.41 

1.86 

5.27 

1936 

.88 

-- 

.88 

1S14 

2.04 

.29 

2.33 

1937 

— 

1.86 

1.86 

1937 

.88 

__ 

.88 

1915 

2.41 

.61 

3.02 

1938 

— 

1.86 

1.86 

1916 

2.52 

.61 

3.13 

1917 

2.61 

.61 

3.23 

KELLY  LAKE  DRAIN 

ACE  AND  LEVEE  DIS 

raiCT 

1918 

2.69 

1.02 

3.71 

INDIAN  CREEK 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Schuyler  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1919 

2.62 

1.01 

3.63 

Cass  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

990  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1920 

2.68 

1.95 

4.63 

6,264  Acres 

1921 

2.74 

1.46 

4.20 

1921 

7.17 

— 

7.17 

1922 

2.79 

1.22 

4.01 

1920 

2.61 

— 

2.61 

1922 

16.41 

-- 

16.41 

1923 

2.84 

1.22 

4.06 

1921 

2.61 

-- 

2.61 

1923 

17.92 

_ 

17.92 

1924 

2.72 

1.46 

4.18 

1922 

2.87 

— 

2.87 

1924 

16.41 

2.32 

18.73 

1925 

2.61 

2.40 

5.01 

1923 

3.65 

-- 

3.65 

1925 

8.04 

3.03 

11.07 

1926 

2.63 

2.40 

5.03 

1924 

3.64 

-- 

3.64 

1926 

8.04 

3.64 

11.68 

1927 

2.36 

3.78 

6.64 

1925 

3.61 

-- 

3.61 

1927 

8.04 

__ 

8.04 

1928 

2.45 

2.36 

4.81 

1926 

3.40 

— 

3.40 

1928 

8.04 

_ 

8.04 

1929 

2.81 

-- 

2.81 

1927 

3.40 

-- 

3.40 

1929 

7.11 

3.33 

10.44 

1930 

2.37 

2.38 

4.75 

1928 

3.40 

— 

3.40 

1930 

12.22 

2.98 

15.20 

1931 

.83 

1.23 

2.06 

1929 

3.40 

— 

3.40 

1931 

8.15 

2.12 

10.27 

1932 

.41 

.57 

.98 

1932 

8.15 

1.52 

9.67 

1933 

— 

1.24 

1.24 

1933 

3.01 

2.02 

5.03 

1934 

-- 

1.22 

1.22 

INDIAN  GRAVE  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1934 

3.01 

-- 

3.01 

1935 

-- 

1.45 

1.45 

Adams  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1935 

3.01 

3.03 

6.04 

1936 

— 

1.66 

1.66 

17,955  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1936 

3.01 

3.03 

6.04 

1937 

3.01 

- — 

3.01 

1880 

1.21 

.28 

1.49 

1938 

3.01 

-- 

3.01 

HENDERSON  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  #3 

1881 

1.42 

.28 

1.70 

1939 

3.01 

_ 

3.01 

Henderson  Co.  ,  Mississippi  River  Watar3lied 

1882 

1.48 

.28 

1.76 

2,155  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1883 

1.47 

.28 

1.75 

1884 

1.42 

.28 

1.70 

KIZER  CREEK 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1914 

-- 

.66 

.66 

1885 

1.12 

.28 

1.40 

(Sub  of 

Sny  Island) 

1915 

1.25 

.66 

1.91 

1886 

.62 

.28 

.90 

Pike  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1916 

1.32 

.66 

1.98 

1887 

.62 

.28 

.90 

9.888  Acres 

1917 

1.70 

1.64 

3.34 

1888 

.34 

.28 

.62 

1918 

2.02 

2.95 

4.97 

1889 

.37 

.28 

.65 

1915 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1919 

2.04 

2.84 

4.88 

1890 

2.33 

.28 

2.61 

1916 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1920 

1.87 

2.95 

4.82 

1891 

.24 

.28 

.52 

1917 

.14 

.30 

.44 

1921 

2.07 

2.29 

4.36 

1892 

2.22 

.28 

2.50 

1918 

.36 

.30 

.66 

1922 

1.96 

5.02 

6.98 

1893 

.13 

.28 

.41 

1919 

.36 

.30 

.66 

1923 

1.82 

2.85 

4.67 

1894 

1.80 

.28 

2.08 

1920 

.36 

.50 

.66 

1924 

2.66 

2.85 

5.51 

1895 

— 

.28 

.28 

1921 

.36 

.30 

.66 

1925 

2.25 

3.53 

5.78 

1896 

— 

.28 

.28 

1922 

1.26 

.30 

1.56 

1926 

2.04 

2.85 

4.39 

1897 

-- 

.28 

.28 

1923 

1.22 

.30 

1.52 

1927 

1.83 

5.48 

7.31 

1898 

-- 

.28 

.28 

1924 

1.19 

.30 

1.49 

1928 

1.62 

2.46 

4.00 

1899 

— 

.28 

.28 

1925 

1.15 

.30 

1.45 

1929 

1.37 

2.95 

4.32 

1900 

-- 

.28 

.28 

1926 

1.15 

.30 

1.45 

1930 

1.29 

1.97 

3.26 

1901 

— 

.23 

.28 

1927 

l.n 

.30 

1.41 

1931 

.60 

1.81 

2.41 

1902 

-- 

.28 

.28 

1928 

1.13 

.30 

1.43 

1932 

-- 

.66 

.66 

1903 

— 

.28 

.28 

1929 

1.10 

.30 

1.40 

1933 

— 

.66 

.66 

1904 

— 

.31 

.31 

1930 

.90 

.30 

1.20 

1934 

— 

.66 

.66 

1905 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1931 

1.38 

.30 

1.68 

1935 

-- 

.66 

.66 

1906 

— 

.31 

.31 

1932 

1.05 

.30 

1.35 

1936 

-- 

.66 

.66 

1907 

-- 

.31 

.31 

1933 

1.01 

.30 

1.31 

1908 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1934 

.87 

.30 

1.17 

1909 

— 

.35 

.35 

1935 

— 

.32 

.32 

HENNEPIN  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1910 

.26 

.28 

.54 

1936 

— 

.31 

.31 

Putnam  Co. ,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1911 

.28 

.28 

2,582  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1912 

.30 

.28 

.58 

1913 

— 

.28 

.29 

LANGELLIER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1920 

-- 

4.00 

4.00 

1914 

-- 

.28 

.28 

Fulton  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1921 

— 

5.00 

5.00 

1915 

-- 

.28 

.28 

2,042  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1922 

-- 

5.00 

5.00 

1916 

-- 

.28 

.28 

1923 

— 

6.00 

6.00 

1917 

— 

.72 

.72 

1925 

-- 

.99 

.99 

1924 

2.97 

5.00 

7.97 

1918 

— 

.72 

.72 

1926 

-- 

.99 

.99 

1925 

14.44 

6.00 

20.44 

1919 

2.59 

.72 

3.31 

1927 

— 

.99 

.99 

1926 

14.95 

6.00 

20.95 

1920 

3.63 

.72 

4.35 

1928 

.88 

.99 

1.87 

1927 

14.41 

6.00 

20.41 

1921 

3.46 

.72 

4.18 

1929 

1.67 

.99 

2.66 

1928 

5.71 

6.00 

11.71 

1922 

3.39 

.72 

4.11 

1930 

1.67 

1.94 

3.61 

1929 

5.49 

6.00 

11.49 

1923 

3.19 

.72 

3.91 

1931 

2.22 

1.94 

4.16 

1930 

5.27 

6.00 

11.27 

1924 

3.06 

.72 

3.78 

1932 

4.11 

1.94 

6.05 

1931 

5.05 

4.00 

9.05 

1925 

2.91 

.72 

3.63 

1933 

5.08 

1.94 

7.02 

1932 

4.83 

2.00 

6.33 

1926 

2.80 

.72 

3.52 

1934 

5.43 

1.94 

7.37 

1933 

4.61 

2.00 

6. Cl 

1927 

3.09 

.72 

3.81 

1935 

3.85 

— 

3.85 

1934 

.94 

2.00 

2.94 

1928 

2.96 

— 

2.96 

1936 

4.39 

-- 

4.39 

1935 

.94 

1.00 

1.94 

1929 

2.83 

.72 

3.55 

1937 

4.39 

— 

4.39 

1936 

.94 

2.00 

2.94 

1930 

2.26 

.72 

2.98 

1938 

4.39 

— 

4.39 

1931 

.69 

.72 

1.41 

1939 

4.35 

— 

4.35 

1932 

.69 

.36 

1.05 

HILL-VIEW  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1933 

.69 

.72 

1.41 

Scott  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1934 

1.62 

.72 

2.34 

LIMA  LAKE  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

12,323  Acre 3 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1935 

.94 

.72 

1.66 

Adams  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1936 

.94 

.72 

1.66 

16,740  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1921 

2.13 

1.75 

3.88 

1922 

.22 

1.75 

1.97 

1890 

.28 

.12 

.40 

1923 

.16 

1.75 

1.91 

REACH  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1891 

.36 

.12 

.48 

1924 

1.95 

1.50 

3.45 

Greene  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1892 

.28 

.15 

.43 

1925 

1.84 

1.50 

3.34 

10,500  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1893 

.28 

.15 

.43 

1926 

4.41 

1.50 

5.91 

1894 

.44 

.15 

.59 

1927 

1.37 

1.75 

3.12 

1925 

.88 

— 

.88 

1895 

.38 

.15 

.53 

1928 

1.30 

1.75 

3.05 

1926 

.88 

-- 

.88 

1896 

.35 

.15 

.50 

1929 

1.24 

1.75 

2.99 

1927 

.88 

-- 

.88 

1897 

.37 

.15 

.52 

1930 

1.17 

1.75 

2.92 

1928 

.88 

-- 

.88 

1898 

.25 

.15 

.40 

1931 

3.34 

2.23 

5.57 

1929 

.84 

-- 

.84 

1899 

.25 

.15 

.40 

1932 

7.16 

2.43 

9.59 

1930 

.88 

-- 

.88 

1900 

.24 

.15 

.39 

1933 

.70 

2.43 

3.13 

1931 

.84 

-- 

.84 

1901 

.68 

.15 

.83 

1932 

.88 

-- 

.88 
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Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Anuual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

LI 

■KA  LAKE  DRAINA 

GE  AND  LEVEE  VIST 

RICT  - 

LOW 

ER  GREEN  RIVER 

DRAINAGE  DISTRIC' 

r  - 

McCRANEY  CREE 

<  DRAINAGE  DISTRI 

IT 

Continued 

Continued 

(Sub  of  Sny  Island) 

Pike  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1902 

$  .38 

$  .15 

$  .53 

1922 

5  .60 

$  .13 

$  .73 

6,587  Acres 

1903 

.66 

.15 

.81 

1923 

.57 

.59 

1.16 

1904 

.63 

.15 

.78 

1924 

.26 

.57 

.83 

1918 

$  - 

$  .31 

$  .31 

1905 

.60 

.15 

.75 

1925 

.18 

.70 

.88 

1919 

.31 

.31 

1906 

1.00 

.15 

1.15 

1926 

.42 

.12 

.54 

1920 

.55 

.31 

.86 

1907 

.98 

.15 

1.13 

1927 

.34 

.55 

.89 

1921 

.55 

.31 

.86 

1908 

1.32 

.15 

1.47 

1928 

.25 

.40 

.65 

1922 

.55 

.31 

.86 

1909 

.87 

.15 

1.02 

1929 

.19 

.39 

.58 

1923 

.55 

,31 

.86 

1910 

.87 

.15 

1.02 

1930 

.13 

.39 

.52 

1924 

.55 

.31 

.86 

1911 

.52 

.15 

.67 

1931 

.07 

.36 

.43 

1925 

.55 

.31 

.86 

1912 

.70 

.15 

.85 

1932 

-- 

.31 

.31 

1926 

2.79 

.31 

3.10 

1913 

1.37 

.15 

1.52 

1933 

-- 

.49 

.49 

1927 

2.74 

.31 

3.05 

1914 

.48 

.15 

.63 

1934 

— 

.34 

.34 

1928 

2.68 

,41 

2.  99 

1915 

.46 

.15 

.61 

1935 

— 

.34 

.34 

1929 

2.62 

.31 

2.93 

1916 

— 

.15 

.15 

1936 

— 

.34 

.34 

1930 

2.62 

.31 

2.93 

1917 

— 

.15 

.15 

1937 

-- 

.34 

.34 

1931 

2.52 

.31 

2.83 

1918 

— 

.15 

.15 

1932 

2.32 

.31 

2.63 

1919 

.86 

.15 

1.01 

1933 

2.33 

,31 

2.64 

1920 

1.55 

.15 

1.70 

LYNCHBURG  AND  SANGAMON  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1934 

2.30 

.31 

2.61 

1921 

.85 

.15 

1.00 

Mason  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1935 

2.27 

.31 

2.58 

1922 

-- 

.15 

.15 

2 

,600  Acres 

1936 

.04 

.31 

.35 

1923 

-- 

.15 

.15 

1924 

— 

.15 

.15 

1915 

.51 

— 

.51 

1925 

-- 

.15 

.15 

1916 

.51 

— 

.51 

McGEE  CREEK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1926 

3.51 

1.00 

4.51 

1917 

.51 

— 

.51 

Pike  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1927 

-- 

1.00 

1.00 

1918 

.51 

-- 

.51 

6,441  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1928 

2.10 

1.00 

3.10 

1919 

.51 

— 

.51 

1929 

1.41 

1.00 

2.41 

1920 

.51 

— 

.51 

1905 

— 

2.22 

2.22 

1930 

1.41 

1.00 

2.41 

1921 

.51 

— 

.51 

1906 

-- 

2.22 

2.22 

1931 

3.08 

1.00 

4.03 

1922 

4.54 

— 

4.54 

1907 

1.03 

2.22 

3.25 

1932 

2.63 

1.00 

3.63 

1923 

1.01 

-- 

1.01 

1908 

1.03 

2.22 

3.25 

1933 

2.11 

1.00 

3.11 

1924 

1.01 

— 

1.01 

1909 

1.03 

2.22 

3.25 

1934 

2.23 

1.00 

3.23 

1925 

1.01 

— 

1.01 

1910 

1.03 

2.22 

3.25 

1935 

2.11 

1.00 

3.11 

1926 

1.01 

— 

1.01 

1911 

1.03 

.50 

1.53 

1936 

2.11 

1.00 

3.11 

1927 

— 

— 

— 

1912 

1.03 

2.22 

3.25 

1937 

2.11 

1.00 

3.11 

1928 

2.18 

— 

2.18 

1913 

.98 

2.22 

3.20 

1938 

2.11 

1.19 

3.30 

1929 

2.18 

— 

2.18 

1914 

.91 

— 

.91 

1939 

2.11 

— 

2.11 

1930 

2.18 

— 

2.18 

1915 

.84 

2.22 

3.06 

1931 

2.18 

— 

2.18 

1916 

.78 

2.22 

3.00 

1932 

2.18 

— 

2.18 

1917 

.70 

2.22 

2.92 

LIVERPOOL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1933 

2.18 

-- 

2.18 

1918 

.63 

2.22 

2.85 

Fulton  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1934 

2.18 

-- 

2.18 

1919 

.56 

2.  22 

2.78 

3,114  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1935 

2.18 

— 

2.18 

1920 

.49 

2.22 

2.71 

1936 

2.18 

-- 

2.18 

1921 

.42 

2.22 

2.64 

1920 

8.58 

— 

8.58 

1937 

2.18 

— 

2.18 

1922 

.35 

2.22 

2.  57 

1921 

— 

1.06 

1.06 

1923 

.28 

2.22 

2.50 

1922 

— 

1.24 

1.24 

1924 

.20 

2.22 

2.42 

1923 

1.28 

1.24 

2.52 

MASON  CITY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  Jl 

1925 

.14 

2.22 

2.36 

1924 

2.56 

1.24 

3.80 

Mason  Co. ,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1926 

3.30 

2.22 

5.52 

1925 

8.11 

1.24 

9.35 

1,870  Acres 

1927 

2.33 

2.22 

4.55 

1926 

8.27 

1.24 

9.51 

1928 

3.88 

2.22 

6.10 

1927 

7.66 

2.18 

9.84 

1919 

4.39 

— 

4.39 

1929 

3.79 

2.22 

6.01 

1928 

4.92 

2.18 

7.10 

1920 

2.53 

— 

2.53 

1930 

3.79 

2.22 

6.01 

1929 

4.86 

2.18 

7.04 

1921 

2.43 

— 

2.43 

1931 

3.79 

2.22 

6.01 

1930 

12.11 

2.18 

14.29 

1922 

3.20 

.13 

3.33 

1932 

3.79 

2.22 

6.01 

1931 

7.78 

2.18 

9.96 

1923 

2.80 

.13 

2.93 

1933 

3.79 

2.22 

6.01 

1932 

8.10 

2.18 

10.28 

1924 

2.59 

.13 

2.  72 

1934 

3.79 

2.22 

6.01 

1933 

8.10 

2.18 

10.28 

1925 

2.46 

.13 

2.59 

1935 

3.79 

2.22 

6.01 

1934 

8.42 

2.18 

10.60 

1926 

2.47 

.13 

2.60 

1936 

3.79 

2.22 

6.01 

1935 

3.56 

2.18 

5.74 

1927 

2.40 

.13 

2.53 

1936 

2.92 

2.18 

5.10 

1928 

2.03 

.13 

2.16 

1937 

2.92 

2.18 

5.10 

1929 

1.99 

.13 

2.12 

MEREDOSIA  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1938 

2.92 

2.18 

5.10 

1930 

.37 

.13 

.50 

Whiteside  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1939 

2.92 

— 

2.92 

1931 

.37 

.13 

.50 

10,600  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1932 

.37 

.13 

.50 

1925 

.26 

.47 

.73 

LOST  CREEK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1926 

.25 

.37 

.62 

Cass  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

MASON  AND  TAZEWELL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1927 

.24 

.47 

.71 

2,739  Acres 

Mason  Co. ,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1923 

.20 

.47 

.67 

42,280  Acres 

1929 

.19 

.74 

.93 

1920 

— 

.91 

.91 

1930 

.16 

.16 

1921 

1.28 

.91 

2.19 

1928 

.65 

-- 

.65 

1931 

.30 

.47 

.77 

1922 

6.70 

.91 

7.61 

1929 

.65 

-- 

.65 

1932 

.25 

.37 

.62 

1923 

6.47 

.91 

7.38 

1930 

.62 

— 

.62 

1933 

.22 

.37 

.59 

1924 

8.57 

.91 

9.48 

1931 

.60 

— 

.60 

1934 

.34 

.37 

.71 

1925 

5.79 

.91 

6.70 

1932 

.60 

— 

.60 

1935 

.17 

.74 

.91 

1926 

4.73 

.91 

5.64 

1933 

.  58 

— 

.58 

1936 

.14 

.60 

.74 

1927 

4.62 

.91 

5.53 

1934 

.56 

— 

.56 

1937 

.11 

.60 

.71 

1928 

4.64 

.91 

5.55 

1935 

.54 

_ 

.54 

1933 

.06 

.06 

1929 

4.37 

.91 

5.28 

1936 

.52 

_ 

.52 

1930 

4.21 

.91 

5.12 

1937 

.48 

— 

.48 

1931 

— 

.91 

.91 

MEREDOSIA  LAKE  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE 

DISTRICT 

1932 

— 

.91 

.91 

Cass  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1933 

-- 

.91 

.91 

MAUVAISTERRE  DRAINAGE  Aim  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

3,921  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1934 

— 

.91 

.91 

Scott  Co. f  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1935 

-- 

.91 

.91 

3,985  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1921 

-- 

1.28 

1.28 

1936 

— 

.91 

.91 

1922 

-- 

1.29 

1.29 

1927 

2.84 

.38 

3.22 

1923 

-- 

1.29 

1.29 

1928 

2.57 

.75 

3.32 

1924 

-- 

1.29 

1.29 

LOWER  GREEN  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1929 

2.52 

.75 

3.27 

1925 

1.25 

1.29 

2.54 

Henry  Co.,  Green  River  Watershed 

1930 

2.46 

.75 

3.21 

1926 

1.25 

1.29 

2.54 

3,479  Acres 

1931 

2.  56 

.50 

3.06 

1927 

1.22 

1.29 

2.51 

1932 

2.43 

— 

2.43 

1928 

1.19 

1.29 

2.48 

1917 

-- 

.67 

.67 

1933 

2.36 

.67 

3.03 

1929 

1.15 

1.29 

2.44 

1918 

13.71 

1.61 

15.32 

1934 

2.28 

.67 

2.95 

1930 

1.36 

1.29 

2.65 

1919 

.69 

.07 

.76 

1935 

2.21 

.75 

2.96 

1931 

1.36 

1.29 

2.65 

1920 

.60 

.07 

.67 

1936 

2.24 

.75 

2.99 

1932 

1.36 

1.29 

2.65 

1921 

.60 

1.46 

2.06 
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Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefots 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

MERE 

D0SIA  LAKE  DRA 

LNAGE  AND  LEVEE  D 

ISTRICT- 

K 

UTWOOD  DRAIN AG 

E  AND  LEVEE  DISTR 

ICT  - 

RI 

CHLAND  DRAINAG 

E  DISTRICT  -  Cont 

inued 

Continued 

Continued 

1919 

$  .61 

jf  .17 

$  .78 

1933 

$  1.36 

$  1.29 

§  2.65 

1926 

$  1.86 

$  1.23 

$  3.09 

1920 

.58 

.17 

.75 

1934 

1.77 

1.29 

3.06 

1927 

1.81 

— 

1.81 

1921 

.56 

.17 

.73 

1935 

1.77 

1.29 

3.06 

1928 

2.27 

1.71 

3.98 

1922 

.54 

.17 

.71 

1936 

1.77 

1.29 

3.06 

1929 

2.35 

2.40 

4.75 

1923 

.52 

.17 

.69 

1937 

1.77 

1.29 

3.06 

1930 

2.17 

2.16 

4.33 

1924 

.50 

.17 

.67 

1938 

1.77 

1.29 

3.06 

1931 

2.00 

1.94 

3.94 

1925 

.47 

.17 

.64 

1939 

1.77 

-  - 

1.77 

1932 

1.69 

1.75 

3.44 

1926 

.46 

.17 

.63 

1933 

1.25 

1.57 

2.82 

1927 

.42 

.17 

.59 

1934 

.28 

1.26 

1.54 

MUD  CREEK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1935 

.28 

1.13 

1.41 

Cass  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1936 

1.22 

1.02 

1.24 

ROCKY  FORD  DRAINAGE  DI3TRICT 

3,111  Acres 

1937 

.94 

— 

.94 

Tazewell  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1938 

.94 

— 

.94 

1,609  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1921 

2.39 

— 

2.39 

1939 

.94 

— 

.94 

1922 

2.39 

— 

2.39 

1924 

2.22 

-- 

2.22 

1923 

2.57 

-- 

2.57 

1925 

6.63 

3.85 

10.48 

1924 

2.55 

— 

2.55 

OLIVE  BRANCH  DISTRICT 

1926 

6.63 

3.85 

10.48 

1925 

2.52 

— 

2.52 

Alexander  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1927 

6.63 

3.85 

10.48 

1926 

2.50 

.22 

2.72 

3,331  Acres 

1928 

6.63 

3.85 

10.48 

1927 

2.48 

.22 

2.70 

1929 

14.82 

3.85 

18.67 

1928 

2.46 

.22 

2.68 

1923 

1.03 

-- 

1.03 

1930 

14.60 

3.85 

18.45 

1929 

2.43 

.22 

2.65 

1924 

1.16 

.30 

1.46 

1931 

14.16 

3.85 

18.01 

1930 

2.41 

.22 

2.63 

1925 

1.14 

.30 

1.44 

1932 

13.72 

3.85 

17.57 

1931 

-- 

.22 

.22 

1926 

1.12 

.30 

1.42 

1933 

13.50 

3.85 

17.35 

1932 

— 

.22 

.22 

1927 

1.58 

.30 

1.88 

1934 

13.50 

3.85 

17.35 

1933 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1928 

1.89 

.30 

2.19 

1935 

13.50 

3.85 

17.35 

1934 

— 

.22 

.22 

1929 

1.83 

.30 

2.13 

1936 

13.50 

3.85 

17.35 

1935 

-- 

.22 

.22 

1930 

1.10 

.30 

1.40 

1937 

13.50 

3.85 

17.35 

1931 

1.04 

.30 

1.34 

1938 

10.84 

3.85 

14.69 

1932 

1.04 

.30 

1.34 

HUD  CREEK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1933 

1.01 

.30 

1.31 

Woodford  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1934 

1.01 

.30 

1.31 

RUSSELL  AND  ALLISON  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

3,324  Acres 

1935 

1.01 

.30 

1.31 

Lawrence  Co.,  Wabash  River  Watershed 

1936 

1.01 

.30 

1.31 

30,895  Acres 

1930 

1.06 

.03 

1.09 

1937 

1.01 

.30 

1.31 

1931 

1.29 

.03 

1.32 

1924 

.66 

.16 

.82 

1932 

1.28 

,03 

1.31 

1925 

.66 

.29 

.95 

1933 

1.23 

.03 

1.26 

PANHANDLE  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1926 

.68 

.29 

.97 

1934 

1.19 

.03 

1.22 

Jersey  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1927 

1.15 

.29 

1.44 

1935 

1.18 

.03 

1.21 

2,131  Acres 

1928 

.65 

-- 

.65 

1936 

1.16 

.03 

1.19 

1929 

.63 

.15 

.78 

1937 

1.13 

.03 

1.16 

1926 

.31 

— 

.31 

1930 

.61 

.29 

.90 

1938 

1.10 

.03 

1.13 

1927 

1.36 

-- 

1.36 

1931 

.37 

.29 

.66 

1939 

1.06 

-- 

1.06 

1928 

1.17 

— 

1.17 

1932 

.37 

.07 

.44 

1929 

1.13 

— 

1.13 

1933 

.34 

.15 

.49 

1930 

1.09 

— 

1.09 

1934 

.33 

.29 

.62 

NORTH  ALEXANDER  DISTRICT 

1931 

1.07 

— 

1.07 

1935 

.31 

.29 

.60 

Alexander  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1932 

1.03 

— 

1.03 

1936 

-- 

.15 

.15 

3,417  Acres 

1533 

1.00 

-- 

1.00 

1937 

— 

.07 

.07 

1934 

1.00 

-- 

1.00 

1920 

3.23 

.19 

3.42 

1921 

3.28 

.19 

3.47 

STE.  MARIE  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1922 

3.16 

.19 

3.35 

PEKIN  AND  LaHARSH  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Jasper  Co. ,  Embarrass  River  Watershed 

1923 

3.04 

.19 

3.23 

Peoria  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

2,715  Acres 

1924 

2.92 

.19 

3.11 

2,716  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1925 

2.80 

.19 

2.99 

1922 

1.10 

.23 

1.33 

1926 

2.68 

.19 

2.87 

1925 

2.92 

1.96 

4.88 

1923 

1.66 

.23 

1.89 

1927 

2.55 

.19 

2.74 

1926 

2.96 

1.96 

4.92 

1924 

1.71 

.23 

1.94 

1928 

2.43 

.19 

2.62 

1927 

2.91 

1.96 

4.87 

1925 

3.79 

.23 

4.02 

1929 

2.31 

.19 

2.50 

1928 

2.85 

1.96 

4.81 

1926 

3.67 

.23 

3.90 

1930 

-- 

.19 

.19 

1929 

2.80 

2.26 

5.06 

1927 

3.56 

.23 

3.79 

1931 

— 

.19 

.19 

1930 

3.56 

1.96 

5.52 

1928 

3.44 

.23 

3.67 

1932 

-- 

.19 

.19 

1931 

3.51 

1.96 

5.47 

1929 

3.32 

.23 

3.55 

1933 

-- 

.19 

.19 

1932 

3.45 

1.96 

5.41 

1930 

3.20 

.23 

3.43 

1934 

— 

.19 

.19 

1933 

3.40 

1.96 

5.36 

1931 

3.09 

.23 

3.32 

1935 

— 

.19 

.19 

1934 

3.34 

1.96 

5.30 

1932 

2.97 

.23 

3.20 

1936 

— 

.19 

.19 

1935 

2.37 

1.96 

4.33 

1933 

2,85 

.23 

3.08 

1937 

— 

.19 

.19 

1936 

— 

1.47 

1.47 

1934 

2.73 

.23 

2.96 

1937 

— 

1.98 

1.98 

1935 

2.62 

.23 

2.85 

1936 

2.50 

.23 

2.73 

NORTH  FORK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1937 

2.03 

.23 

2.26 

Jasper  Co.,  Embarrass  River  Watershed 

PRAIRIE  LAKE 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1933 

2.03 

-- 

2.03 

705  Acres 

Woodford  Co. ,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1939 

2.03 

-- 

2.03 

2,828  Acres 

1923 

.87 

.00 

.87 

1924 

1.00 

— 

1.00 

1929 

.88 

.11 

.99 

SANTA  FE  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1925 

.98 

.10 

1.08 

1930 

1.33 

.ii 

1.44 

Clinton  Co.,  Kaskaskla  River  Watershed 

1926 

1.00 

.10 

1.10 

1931 

1,25 

.ii 

1.36 

2,266  Acres 

1927 

.96 

.10 

1.06 

1932 

1.17 

.ii 

1.28 

1928 

.93 

.10 

1.03 

1933 

1.02 

.n 

1.13 

1916 

.29 

.13 

.42 

1929 

.90 

.10 

1.00 

1934 

1.03 

.11 

1.14 

1917 

.29 

.13 

.42 

1930 

.87 

.10 

.97 

1935 

.99 

.ii 

1.10 

1918 

.35 

.13 

.48 

1931 

.84 

.10 

.94 

1936 

1.27 

.n 

1.38 

1919 

.34 

.13 

.47 

1932 

.81 

.10 

.91 

1937 

.96 

.ii 

1.07 

1920 

.36 

.13 

.49 

1933 

.78 

.10 

.88 

1938 

.93 

.ii 

1.04 

1921 

.33 

.13 

.46 

1934 

.75 

.10 

.85 

1922 

.33 

.13 

.46 

1935 

.72 

.10 

.82 

1923 

.31 

.13 

.44 

1936 

.70 

.10 

.80 

RICHLAND  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1924 

.31 

.13 

.44 

1937 

.67 

.10 

.77 

Alexander  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1925 

.30 

.13 

.43 

1938 

.50 

.10 

.60 

4,096  Acres 

1912 

.18 

— 

.18 

SAVANNA  AND  YORK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

NUTWOOD  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1913 

.74 

.17 

.91 

Carroll  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

Jersey  Co. ,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1914 

.73 

.17 

.90 

2,022  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

10,637  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1915 

.71 

.17 

.88 

1916 

.69 

.17 

.86 

1921 

1.69 

-- 

1.69 

1924 

.80 

1 

.80 

1917 

.66 

.17 

.83 

1922 

2.62 

— 

2.62 

1925 

.97 

1.23 

2.20 

1918 

.64 

.17 

.81 
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Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

SAVANNA  AND  YO 

RK  DRAINAGE  DISTR 

LCT  - 

SNY 

ISLAND  DRAIN AC 

xE  AND  LEVEE  DISTf 

IICT  - 

SI 

JMMIT  DRAINAGE 

DISTRICT  -  Contir 

ued 

Continued 

Continued 

1929 

$  .33 

t  - 

$  .33 

1923 

$  2.54 

$  1.73 

$  4.27 

1933 

$  .96 

$  .17 

$  1.13 

1930 

.33 

.33 

1924 

2.47 

1.73 

4.20 

1934 

.96 

.17 

1.13 

1931 

.17 

— 

.17 

1925 

2.40 

1.73 

4.13 

1935 

.96 

.17 

1.13 

1932 

1.02 

— 

1.02 

1926 

2.32 

1.73 

4.05 

1936 

.96 

.17 

1.13 

1933 

1.05 

— 

1.05 

1927 

2.50 

1.73 

4.23 

1934 

1.02 

— 

1.02 

1928 

2.55 

1.73 

4.28 

1935 

.95 

-- 

.95 

1929 

3.18 

1.73 

4.91 

SOUTH 

BEARDSTOWN  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1930 

3.43 

1.73 

5.16 

Cass  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1931 

3.43 

1.73 

5.16 

7,313  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

THOMPSON  LAKE 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1932 

2.95 

1.73 

4,68 

Fulton  Co. ,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1933 

2.64 

1.73 

4.37 

1920 

1.64 

1.33 

2.97 

5,307  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1934 

2.39 

1.73 

4.12 

1921 

1.64 

1.98 

3.62 

1935 

5.28 

1.73 

8.01 

1922 

2.46 

2.00 

4.46 

1920 

3.13 

.98 

4.11 

1936 

4.80 

1.73 

6.53 

1923 

2.46 

2.00 

4.46 

1921 

3.32 

.98 

4.30 

1937 

3.69 

3.69 

1924 

2.73 

2.00 

4.73 

1922 

11.87 

.98 

12.85 

1938 

3.69 

3.69 

1925 

4.19 

2.00 

6.19 

1923 

12.04 

.98 

13.02 

1939 

3.69 

-- 

3.69 

1926 

4.19 

1.95 

6.14 

1924 

10.54 

.98 

11.52 

1927 

4.19 

1.95 

6.14 

1925 

13.92 

1.38 

15.30 

1928 

4.19 

2,50 

6.69 

1926 

13.43 

1.38 

14.81 

SCOTT  COUNTY  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1929 

5.20 

2.51 

7.71 

1927 

13.08 

1.38 

14.46 

Scott  Co. ,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1930 

5.20 

2.51 

7.71 

1928 

6.39 

1.38 

7.77 

10,760  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1931 

5.20 

2.51 

7.71 

1929 

8.05 

1.38 

9.43 

1932 

5.20 

2.51 

7.71 

1930 

7.59 

1.38 

8.97 

1924 

1.14 

.96 

2.10 

1933 

5.20 

2.51 

7.71 

1931 

7.51 

1.38 

8.89 

1925 

1.07 

.89 

1.96 

1934 

4.19 

1.51 

5.70 

1932 

7.04 

1.38 

8.42 

1926 

1.00 

1.05 

2.05 

1935 

5.65 

1.51 

7.16 

1933 

6.72 

1.38 

8.10 

1927 

-- 

1.07 

1.07 

1936 

5.65 

— 

5.65 

1934 

-- 

1.38 

1.38 

1928 

.34 

.86 

1.20 

1937 

5.65 

— 

5.65 

1935 

— 

1.38 

1.38 

1929 

.32 

.86 

1.18 

1938 

5.65 

— 

5.65 

1936 

— 

1.38 

1.38 

1930 

.30 

1.07 

1.37 

1939 

5.65 

— 

5.65 

1937 

— 

1.38 

1.38 

1931 

.27 

1.07 

1.34 

1938 

— 

1.97 

1.97 

1932 

.99 

.85 

1.84 

1933 

.79 

1.06 

1.85 

SOUTH  QUINCY  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1934 

.56 

1.05 

1.61 

Adams  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

VALLEY  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1935 

.56 

1.06 

1.62 

5,182  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

Cass  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1936 

.56 

1.06 

1.62 

3,037  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1937 

.56 

-- 

.56 

1920 

5.15 

1.20 

6.35 

1938 

.56 

— 

.56 

1921 

5.76 

1.20 

6.96 

1925 

1.69 

.64 

2.33 

1939 

.56 

-- 

.56 

1922 

5.59 

1.20 

6.79 

1926 

1.64 

.64 

2.28 

1923 

5.42 

1.20 

6.62 

1927 

1.78 

.99 

2.77 

1924 

5.24 

1.20 

6.44 

1928 

2.28 

.99 

3.27 

SNY  ISLAND  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1925 

5.08 

1.20 

6.28 

1929 

2.18 

.99 

3.17 

Pike  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1926 

4.14 

1.20 

5.34 

1930 

2.11 

.99 

3.10 

110,000  Acres 

1927 

4.20 

1.20 

5.40 

1931 

1.95 

.99 

2.  94 

1928 

6.44 

1.20 

7.64 

1932 

1.89 

-- 

1.89 

1880 

.32 

— 

.32 

1929 

6.14 

1.95 

8.09 

1933 

1.73 

_ 

1.73 

1881 

.32 

““ 

.32 

1930 

6.59 

1.95 

8.54 

1934 

1.73 

.. 

1.73 

1882 

.27 

-- 

.27 

1931 

6.37 

1.95 

8.32 

1935 

.58 

__ 

.58 

1883 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1932 

5.53 

1.95 

7.48 

1936 

.58 

_ 

.58 

1884 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1933 

4.11 

1.95 

6.06 

1937 

.58 

__ 

.58 

1885 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1934 

1.10 

1.95 

3.05 

1886 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1935 

1.04 

1.95 

2.99 

1887 

— 

.17 

.17 

1936 

.99 

1.95 

2.94 

VALLEY  CITY 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1888 

— 

.17 

.17 

1937 

-- 

1.65 

1.65 

Pike  Co. .  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1389 

.45 

.17 

.62 

4,008  Acres 

(Pumping  Plant) 

1890 

.45 

.17 

.62 

1891 

— 

.17 

.17 

SPRING  LAKE  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT 

1920 

4.74 

1.04 

5.78 

1892 

-- 

.17 

.17 

Tazewell  Co.,  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1921 

1.04 

1.04 

1893 

.45 

.17 

.62 

12,055  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1922 

_ 

1.04 

1.04 

1894 

.45 

.17 

.62 

1923 

.. 

1.04 

1.04 

1395 

.45 

.17 

.62 

1910 

2.63 

1.00 

3.63 

1924 

_ 

1.04 

1.04 

1896 

.17 

.17 

1911 

2.56 

1.00 

3.56 

1925 

5.46 

1.04 

6.50 

1897 

.17 

.17 

1912 

2.70 

1.00 

3.70 

1926 

5.45 

1.04 

6.49 

1898 

— 

.17 

.17 

1913 

2.68 

1.00 

3.68 

1927 

5.45 

1.04 

6.49 

1899 

.17 

.17 

1914 

2.60 

1.00 

3.60 

1928 

5.45 

1.30 

6.75 

1900 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1915 

2.52 

l.oo 

3.52 

1929 

5.45 

1.30 

6.75 

1901 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1916 

2.72 

1.00 

3.72 

1930 

5.45 

1.30 

6.75 

1902 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1917 

2.36 

1.00 

3.36 

1931 

5.45 

1.30 

6.75 

1903 

.38 

.17 

.53 

1918 

2.30 

1.00 

3.30 

1932 

5.45 

1.30 

6.75 

1904 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1919 

3.57 

1.00 

4.57 

1933 

5.45 

1.30 

6.75 

1905 

.23 

.17 

.40 

1920 

3.35 

1.50 

4.85 

1934 

5.45 

1.30 

6.75 

1906 

.23 

.17 

.40 

1921 

6.06 

1.50 

7.56 

1935 

5.45 

1.04 

6.75 

1907 

.27 

.17 

.44 

1922 

5.83 

1.50 

7.33 

1936 

5.45 

1.04 

6.49 

1908 

.17 

.17 

1923 

6.24 

1.50 

7.74 

1937 

5.45 

1.04 

6.49 

1909 

— 

.17 

.17 

1924 

3.53 

1.50 

5.03 

1910 

-- 

.17 

.17 

1925 

3.53 

1.50 

5.03 

1911 

.50 

.17 

.67 

1926 

3.89 

2.00 

5.89 

WEST  MATANZAS 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1912 

.  50 

.17 

.67 

1927 

4.01 

2.00 

6.01 

Fulton  Co. .  Illinois  River  Watershed 

1913 

.45 

.17 

.62 

1928 

4.14 

2.00 

6.14 

2,715  Acres 

( Pumping  Plant ) 

1914 

.58 

.17 

.75 

1929 

4.36 

2.00 

6.36 

1915 

.58 

.17 

.75 

1930 

2.96 

2.00 

4.96 

1916 

3.48 

.90 

4.38 

1916 

.58 

.17 

.75 

1931 

3.05 

2.00 

5.05 

1917 

3.77 

.90 

4.67 

1917 

— 

.17 

.17 

1932 

3.07 

2.00 

5.07 

1918 

3.77 

.90 

4.67 

1918 

.45 

.17 

.62 

1933 

2.93 

2.00 

4.93 

1919 

3.77 

.90 

4.67 

1919 

.45 

.17 

.62 

1934 

2.91 

2.  50 

5.41 

1920 

3.77 

.90 

4.67 

1920 

.45 

.17 

.62 

1935 

2.57 

2.50 

5.07 

1921 

4.88 

2.50 

7.38 

1921 

— 

.17 

.17 

1936 

2.57 

2.50 

5.07 

1922 

8.68 

2.50 

11.18 

1922 

.34 

.17 

.51 

1937 

3.75 

2.50 

6.25 

1923 

8.42 

2.50 

10.92 

1923 

.34 

.17 

.51 

1938 

3.93 

3.00 

6.93 

1924 

6.16 

2.50 

8.66 

1924 

.17 

.17 

1925 

8.63 

2.50 

11.13 

1925 

.34 

.17 

.51 

1926 

5.02 

2.50 

7.52 

1926 

.17 

.17 

SUMMIT  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1927 

4.91 

2.50 

7.41 

1927 

— 

.17 

.17 

Whiteside  Co.,  Mississippi  River  District 

1928 

4.91 

2.50 

7.41 

1928 

— 

.17 

.17 

1,204  Acres 

1929 

5.33 

2.50 

7.83 

1929 

— 

.17 

.17 

1930 

5.58 

2.50 

8.  08 

1930 

.83 

.17 

.40 

1926 

.33 

-- 

.33 

1931 

5.21 

2.50 

7.71 

1931 

1.19 

.17 

1.36 

1927 

.33 

— 

.33 

1932 

4.31 

2.50 

6.81 

1932 

1.15 

.17 

1.32 

1928 

.33 

— 

.33 
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Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

WEST 

MATANZAS  DRAI 

NAGE  DISTRICT  -  C 

ontinued 

WOLF- 

E  PRAIRIE  DRAI 

WAGE  DISTRICT  -  C 

ontinued 

WOO 

D  RIVER  DRAIN A 

GE  DISTRICT  -  Con 

tlnued 

1933 

§  4,31 

$  2.50 

$  6.81 

1938 

$  .53 

$  - 

$  .53 

1922 

$  .33 

$  — 

$  .33 

1934 

4.31 

2.50 

6.81 

1939 

.53 

— 

.53 

1923 

.39 

.39 

1935 

4.31 

2.50 

6.81 

1924 

.32 

__ 

.32 

1936 

4.31 

— 

4.31 

1925 

.24 

— 

.24 

WOOD  RIVER 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1926 

.20 

_ 

.20 

Madison  Co.,  Mississippi  River  Watershed 

1927 

.43 

.. 

.43 

WOLFE  PRAIRIE 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

5.000  Acres 

1928 

.21 

_ 

.21 

Lawrence  Co. ,  Wabash  River  Watershed 

1929 

.12 

__ 

.12 

5,056  Acres 

1912 

.27 

— 

.27 

1930 

.26 

— 

.26 

1913 

-- 

-- 

-- 

1931 

.39 

-- 

.39 

1930 

2.25 

-- 

2.25 

1914 

.55 

-- 

.55 

1932 

.37 

__ 

.37 

1931 

.53 

-- 

.53 

1915 

.27 

-- 

.27 

1933 

1.54 

1.54 

1932 

.53 

-- 

.53 

1916 

.25 

-- 

.26 

1934 

1.56 

— 

1.56 

1933 

.53 

— 

.53 

1917 

l.n 

-- 

l.n 

1935 

1.56 

_ 

1.56 

1934 

.64 

-- 

.64 

1918 

.43 

-- 

.43 

1S36 

1.54 

1.54 

1935 

.53 

-- 

.53 

1919 

.54 

-- 

.54 

1937 

.28 

— 

.28 

1936 

.63 

-- 

.63 

1920 

.25 

-- 

.25 

1938 

.25 

_ 

.25 

1937 

.53 

— 

.53 

1921 

.33 

— 

.33 

1939 

.23 

— 

.23 

SELECTED  DISTRICTS  IN  TILE  AREA 


CHAMPAIGN  COUNTY 

DE  WITT  COUNTY 

FORD  COUNTY  -  Continued 

BIG  SLCUGH 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

BARNETT  SPECIAL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

VERMILION  SPECIAL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  - 

Sangamon 

River  Watershed 

Salt  Creek  Watershed 

Continued 

17,470  Acres 

4,512  Acres 

1908 

§  .08 

$  - 

$  .08 

1386 

$  2.29 

£  - 

$  2.29 

1909 

$  1.47 

si* 

3  1.47 

1909 

.10 

.10 

1388 

.14 

.14 

1910 

1.47 

— 

1.47 

1912 

.57 

-- 

.57 

1839 

.34 

— 

.34 

1911 

1.73 

-- 

1.78 

1916 

.34 

-- 

.34 

1397 

.57 

-- 

.57 

1912 

.58 

-- 

.58 

1921 

1.15 

— 

1.15 

1901 

-- 

.07 

.07 

1913 

.  86 

-- 

.86 

1928 

.75 

-- 

.75 

1902 

.14 

-- 

.14 

1914 

.79 

-- 

.79 

1929 

.15 

-- 

.15 

1904 

.63 

— 

.63 

1916 

.18 

-- 

.18 

1930 

.21 

— 

.21 

1905 

.26 

.17 

.43 

1924 

.52 

-- 

.52 

1931 

.15 

-- 

.15 

1907 

•ii 

-- 

.11 

1926 

1.75 

-- 

1.75 

1932 

.15 

-- 

.15 

1910 

.09 

— 

.09 

1927 

1.75 

-- 

1.75 

1935 

.12 

-- 

.12 

1912 

1.09 

— 

1.09 

1928 

1.75 

— 

1.75 

1933 

.10 

-- 

.10 

1914 

.13 

-- 

.13 

1915 

.07 

-- 

.07 

1916 

.14 

— 

.14 

CLINTONIA  SPECIAL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

IROQUOIS  COUNTY 

1928 

1.15 

-- 

1.15 

Salt  Creek  Watershed 

1929 

— 

.14 

.14 

1,678  Acres 

1930 

-- 

.27 

.27 

BEAVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  # 1 

1933 

— 

.14 

.14 

1906 

2.82 

-- 

2.82 

Kankakee  River  Watershed 

1936 

-- 

.12 

.12 

1907 

3.70 

-- 

3.70 

1,437  Acres 

1908 

2.82 

— 

2.82 

1916 

1.47 

-- 

1.47 

1919 

— 

.30 

.30 

CAMP  CREEK 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1923 

-- 

.30 

.30 

Sangamon 

River  Watershed 

1924 

— 

.30 

.30 

8.944  Acres 

NIXON  SPECIAL 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1926 

— 

.30 

.30 

Sangamon 

River  Watershed 

1927 

— 

.30 

.30 

1906 

1.57 

— 

1.57 

10,406  Acres 

1928 

-- 

.30 

.30 

1907 

4.23 

— 

4.23 

1929 

— 

.35 

.35 

1908 

1.39 

— 

1.39 

1909 

1.26 

-- 

1.26 

1930 

2.39 

-- 

2.39 

1909 

.21 

-- 

.21 

1910 

1.97 

— 

1.97 

1931 

2.39 

.35 

2.74 

1910 

.56 

— 

.56 

1911 

.71 

-- 

.71 

1932 

2.39 

-- 

2.39 

1911 

.05 

— 

.05 

1912 

1.25 

— 

1.25 

1933 

2.39 

— 

2.39 

1912 

— 

.18 

.18 

1917 

.11 

-- 

.ii 

1934 

2.39 

.35 

2.74 

1927 

— 

.14 

.14 

1919 

.37 

-- 

.37 

1936 

-- 

.35 

.35 

1929 

-- 

.04 

.04 

1930 

— 

.70 

.70 

1933 

— 

.21 

.21 

1934 

-- 

.14 

.14 

WILSON  TOWNSHIP  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1936 

— 

.08 

.08 

Salt  Creek  Watershed 

KARTIMTON  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  #2 

1,490  Acres 

Kankakee  River  Watershed 

13,513  Acres 

HILL3BURY  SLOUGH  SPECIAL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1928 

1.68 

— 

1.68 

Sangamon  River  Watershed 

1929 

1.68 

— 

1.63 

1918 

-- 

.11 

.11 

11,899  Acres 

1930 

1.68 

-- 

1.68 

1919 

— 

.11 

.11 

1931 

1.68 

— 

1.68 

1920 

-- 

.11 

.11 

1912 

-- 

.08 

.08 

1932 

1.68 

— 

1.68 

1921 

-- 

.11 

.11 

1919 

-- 

.03 

.03 

1933 

1.68 

-- 

1.68 

1924 

-- 

.11 

.11 

1922 

-- 

.10 

.10 

1934 

1.68 

-- 

1.68 

1925 

— 

.11 

.11 

1927 

-- 

.35 

.35 

1935 

1.68 

— 

1.68 

1926 

-- 

.11 

.11 

1928 

.35 

.05 

.40 

1936 

1.68 

— 

1.68 

1927 

-- 

.11 

.11 

1929 

1.72 

.05 

1.77 

1937 

1.68 

-- 

1.68 

1928 

-- 

.11 

.11 

1930 

1.29 

-- 

1.29 

1929 

— 

.11 

.11 

1930 

.18 

.11 

.29 

FORD  COUNTY 

1931 

.18 

-- 

.18 

KANKAKEE  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1932 

.18 

.11 

.29 

Kaskaskia 

River  Watershed 

1933 

.18 

.11 

.29 

ii. 

731  Acres 

VERMILION  SPECIAL  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1934 

.18 

.07 

.25 

Vermilion 

River  Watershed 

1935 

-- 

.07 

.07 

1385 

3.41 

— 

3.41 

36,060  Acres 

1936 

— 

.07 

.07 

1896 

.13 

— 

.13 

1937 

— 

.07 

.07 

1908 

2.13 

.59 

2.77 

1897 

1.25 

— 

1.25 

1938 

-- 

.07 

.07 

1909 

.34 

-- 

.34 

1898 

1.17 

-- 

1.17 

1939 

.09 

— 

.09 

1911 

.16 

-- 

.16 

1399 

1.28 

-- 

1.28 

1913 

-- 

.13 

.13 

1900 

1.25 

-- 

1.25 

1925 

-- 

.20 

.20 

1901 

1.25 

— 

1.25 

MARTINTON  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  #3 

1926 

— 

.08 

.08 

1902 

1.25 

-- 

1.25 

Kankakee  River  Watershed 

1928 

.13 

-- 

.13 

1903 

1.58 

— 

1.58 

16,625  Acres 

1929 

.09 

-- 

.09 

1904 

1.50 

-- 

1.50 

1906 

.14 

— 

.14 

1907 

— 

.18 

.18 

1907 

.33 

— 

.33 

1909 

— 

.18 

.18 
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Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

Year 

Construction 

Charges 

Annual  Benefits 
Charges 

Total 

IROQUOIS  CC 

UNTY  -  Continued 

LIVINGSTON  C 

OUNTY  -  Continued 

PIA 

TT  COUNTY 

MART INTON  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  #3  -  Continued 

LONG  POINT 

A  NEBRASKA  D.D. 

LAKE  FORK  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Vermilion 

River  Watershed 

Sangamon  River  Watershed 

1911 

$  - 

5  .06 

$  .06 

2,826  Acres 

41,846  Acres 

1914 

.18 

.18 

1915 

-- 

.13 

.18 

1928 

$  3.16 

$  - 

$  3.16 

1913 

$  -- 

$  .10 

$  .10 

1916 

-- 

.18 

.18 

1929 

3.19 

3.19 

1915 

-- 

.24 

.24 

1917 

-- 

.18 

.18 

1930 

3.19 

-- 

3.19 

1919 

-- 

.07 

.07 

1918 

-- 

.18 

.18 

1931 

3.19 

— 

3.19 

1922 

-- 

.12 

.12 

1919 

-- 

.18 

.18 

1932 

3.19 

-- 

3.19 

1923 

— 

.10 

.10 

1922 

— 

.18 

.18 

1925 

.15 

.14 

.29 

1923 

— 

.18 

.18 

1927 

.15 

.14 

.29 

1925 

-- 

.18 

.18 

MC  LEAN  COUNTY 

1929 

.17 

.17 

*34 

1927 

— 

.18 

.18 

1931 

.15 

.14 

.29 

1923 

— 

.18 

.18 

1934 

.15 

.14 

.29 

1929 

— 

.18 

.18 

BROKAU.  BRINING. 

BAILEY  A  LINTON 

D.D. 

1936 

— 

.14 

.14 

1931 

.82 

-- 

.82 

Vermilion 

River  Watershed 

1932 

.82 

— 

.82 

2,997  Acres 

1933 

.82 

-- 

.32 

VERMILION  COUNTY 

1934 

.82 

.18 

1.00 

1921 

3.89 

-- 

3.89 

1935 

.82 

.18 

1.00 

1922 

3.89 

-- 

3.89 

1936 

_ 

.18 

.18 

1923 

3.89 

_ 

3.89 

ALVIN  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1937 

— 

.18 

.18 

1924 

3.89 

— 

3.89 

Big  Vermilion  River  Watershed 

1938 

— 

.18 

.13 

1925 

3.89 

— 

3.89 

3,903  Acres 

1926 

3.89 

— 

3.89 

1913 

-- 

.05 

.05 

MILKS  GROVE  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  #1 

1920 

— 

.05 

.05 

Kankakee 

River  Watershed 

MUTUAL  BENEFIT  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1922 

.05 

.05 

9,657  Acres 

Vermilion 

River  Watershed 

1926 

-- 

.05 

.05 

3,269  Acres 

1928 

-- 

.05 

.05 

1888 

.21 

-- 

.21 

1929 

1.01 

-- 

1.01 

1890 

.84 

— 

.34 

1927 

1.27 

— 

1.27 

1930 

1.01 

.05 

1.06 

1891 

1.55 

-- 

1.55 

1928 

1.27 

— 

1.27 

1931 

1.01 

.05 

1.06 

1903 

1.24 

-- 

1.24 

1929 

1.27 

-- 

1.27 

1932 

1.01 

— 

1.01 

1909 

.78 

— 

.78 

1930 

1.27 

— 

1.27 

1933 

1.01 

.05 

1.06 

1911 

.24 

-- 

.24 

1931 

1.27 

-- 

1.27 

1936 

— 

.05 

.05 

1912 

.21 

-- 

.21 

1932 

1.27 

-- 

1.27 

1913 

.52 

— 

.52 

1933 

1.27 

— 

1.27 

1914 

.62 

-- 

.62 

1934 

1.27 

-- 

1.27 

HOOPESTON  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1915 

.52 

-- 

.52 

1935 

1.27 

-- 

1.27 

Bic  Vermilion  River  Watershed 

1822 

.31 

-- 

.31 

1936 

1.27 

-- 

1.27 

6,863  Acres 

1924 

.31 

-- 

.31 

1926 

.31 

— 

.31 

1925 

2.93 

— 

2.93 

1927 

.62 

— 

.62 

PATTON  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1926 

2.05 

-- 

2.05 

1929 

.49 

-- 

.49 

Vermilion 

River  Watershed 

1927 

.88 

-- 

.88 

1930 

.49 

— 

.49 

7,370  Acres 

1928 

3.38 

— 

3.38 

1931 

.49 

— 

.49 

1929 

3.38 

— 

3.38 

1932 

.49 

-- 

.49 

1928 

.76 

-- 

.76 

1930 

1.69 

-- 

1.69 

1933 

.49 

-- 

.49 

1929 

.76 

— 

.76 

1931 

— 

.22 

.22 

1935 

.37 

-- 

.37 

1930 

.76 

— 

.76 

1932 

-- 

.22 

.22 

1936 

*87 

-- 

.87 

1931 

.76 

-- 

.76 

1933 

-- 

.22 

.22 

1932 

.76 

-- 

.76 

1934 

— 

.22 

.22 

1933 

.76 

— 

.76 

1935 

— 

.22 

.22 

LIVINGSTON  COUNTY 

1934 

.76 

-- 

.76 

1936 

-- 

.22 

.22 

1935 

.76 

— 

.76 

1937 

-- 

.22 

.22 

1936 

.76 

— 

.76 

AVOCA  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1937 

.76 

-- 

.76 

Vermilion 

River  Watershed 

JOHNSON  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

5,800  Acres 

Big  Vermilion  River  Watershed 

SANGAMON  RIVER  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

5,000  Acres 

1925 

1.34 

— 

1.84 

Sangamon 

River  Watershed 

1926 

1.84 

— 

1.34 

9,491  Acres 

1926 

2.65 

-- 

2.65 

1927 

1.84 

-- 

1.34 

1927 

.88 

-- 

.88 

1928 

1.84 

-- 

1.84 

1925 

.19 

-- 

.19 

1928 

1.77 

.20 

1.97 

1929 

1.84 

— 

1.84 

1926 

.19 

-- 

.19 

1929 

1.77 

.20 

1.97 

1927 

.19 

— 

.19 

1930 

1.77 

.20 

1.97 

1928 

.19 

-- 

.19 

1931 

1.77 

.20 

1.97 

CHAMPLIN  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

1929 

.19 

_ 

.19 

1932 

1.77 

.20 

1.97 

Vermilion 

River  Watershed 

1930 

.19 

__ 

.19 

1933 

1.77 

.10 

1.87 

2,831  Acres 

1931 

.19 

— 

.19 

1934 

1.77 

.10 

1.87 

1932 

.19 

-- 

.19 

1935 

1.77 

.20 

1.97 

1929 

3.37 

— 

3.37 

1933 

.19 

-- 

.19 

1936 

-- 

.10 

.10 

1930 

3.37 

— 

3.37 

1934 

.19 

-- 

.19 

1937 

— 

.15 

.15 

1931 

3.37 

— 

3.37 

1932 

3.37 

— 

3.37 

1933 

3.37 

— 

3.37 

YATES  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

SINKING  HOLE 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 

Vermilion  River  Watershed 

Big  Vermilion  River  Watershed 

6,016  Acres 

2,095  Acres 

EASTERN  INDIAN  CREEK  D.D. 

Vermilion 

River  Watershed 

1926 

.51 

— 

.51 

1925 

1.05 

.24 

1.29 

7,287  Acres 

1927 

.51 

— 

.51 

1926 

— 

.24 

.24 

1928 

.51 

— 

.51 

1927 

-- 

.24 

.24 

1930 

.28 

— 

.28 

1929 

.51 

-- 

.51 

1929 

.55 

.24 

.79 

1931 

.28 

-- 

.28 

1930 

.51 

-- 

.51 

1930 

.55 

.24 

.79 

1932 

.28 

-- 

.28 

1931 

.51 

-- 

.51 

1931 

-- 

.24 

.24 

1933 

.28 

— 

.28 

1932 

.51 

— 

.51 

1933 

-- 

.24 

.24 

1934 

.28 

— 

.28 

1933 

.51 

— 

.51 

1935 

.28 

— 

.28 

1934 

.51 

__ 

.51 

1936 

.28 

— 

.28 

1935 

.51 

— 

.51 

1937 

.28 

— 

.28 

1938 

.28 

— 

.28 

1939 

.28 

— 

.28 
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HAHNAMAN  TWP  Jli 


WHITESIDE  CO 


TAMPICO  PPOPHETsAdNN  t  HUME  TWP 


trrt 


UNION 


SLOUCI 


fiPEEN 
l  PI  YEP 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

1939 


SECTION  I 


WASHINGTON  TWP 
NO  3.  HUME  TWP 
NO  4.  HUME  TWP 
WYOMING 

NO  3.  TOWN  OF  MONT  MORENCY 

UNION  HAMILTON  &  EAST  GROVE 

SUB  NO  3.  UNION  NO  I.  HAMILTON  4  HAHNAMAN 

CENTRAL  SPECIAL 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 
CITIES  VILLAGES  &  INCORPORATED  TOWNS 


SECTION 

2 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Countias 

Boone 

Cook 

DeKalb 

DuPage 

Kane 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

1939 


SECTION  2 


A  UNION  NO  2.  MC  HENRY  &  MUNDA 
B  UNION  NO  I.  MUNOA  S.  WAUCONOA 

C  SALT  CREEK  SANITARY 

0  UNION  NO  I.  CLINTON  &  AFTON  TWP 
E  NO  2  WYOMING 

F  UNION  NO  4,  SOMONAUK  &  VICTOR  TWP 
G  UNION  NO  6.  ORLANO  &.  FRANKFORT  TWP 

H  UNION  NO  4.  ORLANO  &  BREMEN  TWP 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 

CITIES.  VILLAGES.  I  INCORPORATED  TOWNS 


•  EBRON 


COOH  CREEK 
Boom  i 

it 


r oral  goaf  Ton 


OEER  CREEK  !.j 

. n-.r- 1 


CORTLAND 


BflAHO 

,%HRGH 


.•niONNOl  TOWN 
GOTLAND  i 

PIERCE  r- 


ir  'L  . 

i  ^  9  :  ■ 


JAI  ir  C  HA  ACC  s 


•umon  no.  / 


I  Town  or  rJ 
'afton  t  'n 
“  OEKALB  '• 


..J-L.1 

special 


ion  BA  a  0 1 


Afton 


|  -■■■no  I 
Jrown  OF 
VICTOR 


VIC  TOR 


tR  LA  no 


LjHiOnniD 
'  RICH  l 

JBA—'UUT 


\  l  AnS’KG 


o 


z 
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SECTION 

3 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 
Henderson 
Henry 
Knox 
Mercer 
Rock  Island 
Warren 


R-2E 


SECTION 

4 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 


Counties 

Bureau 

Marshall 

Peoria 

Putnam 

Stark 

Woodford 


) 


qWT  3JJIVM3.~P<.  I  OU 
H3VIK  V33AO  01'  90? 
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DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 
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SECTION  4 


V 


. t jA »./  r  ‘i__ 

V*/E»o^-Lit'  ;.v:  tTLi_ 

MINERAL  j^CREEK  I  I  J  :^:-Lrv — I 

S - ;  2  >  t 

SPECIAL  •  « n — 


• .  ^  K  I  i/.’.’  ...  :** 

TPv  r  ^  :~faTrfieli£-  H  i 

^/7l_frla  _ ...j  twp  no  /  jaL^r _ *"  :  _  »'i/ _ _ 

•  rj^pr*- 


CP££-*  RISER 


U  R 


cl  0  U  N 


HOLLOW  A  *  VILLI 


STAND  A  AO 


PUTNAM 


COUNTY 


MARSHAL 


O  U  N  T  Y 


UNION  SPECIAL 
FAIRFIELD  D  8.  L 
NO  I.  GREENVILLE  TWP 
SUB.  NO  I  GREEN  RIVER 
NO  4.  MANLIUS  TWP 
NO  6.  MANLIUS  TWP 
MUTUAL  NO  I.  DEVILS  SLOUGH 
CROW  CREEK 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 
CITIES.  VILLAGES.  &  INCORPORATED 
TOWNS 


lAAlACl  VILLI 


WASH BU AH 


WOODFORD 


COUNTY 
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i 

it  •  * 
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^44*  CA££0 

i 

r 

) 

M  C  w 

A  A  WOLF 


\ 

__£«  l" _  — 


T  Y 


SLA A  SO 


• 1 

AAAAAX 

•^1 «. 


n  n 


SECTION 

5 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Grundy 

Kendall 

LaSalle 

Livingston 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 
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SECTION  5 


rvo/  ~Wf>  j 

l*i HfrjDf.H.S 


H £  HOOT A 


earl  rwp\ 


OPH1R  TWP 


~OPH!P 


Waltham  s, 


",  WALLACE 
•  NO  2 


waltha'm' 


S  WALL  Ace 


. .rf  no.: 

:  da  y'TON  & 

WALLACE, . 


'■’•NO  2 
"■4  k.  ~  -i  A  Vi 


NORTH  llTICA 


OGLtSBT. 


<  cXTlcirr 


C  COAR  POINT 


‘^RADIOS  NO  I 


EDEN 

TWP 


Aral  tviL  if 


VtRONA 


VEPNf/L  ION 


I  LfOHORd 


NCTON 


pic  Ml  a  no 


J.allEN  , 
NO  /  !"' 


.Of  TAN- 


NO  3 


STRIATOR 


OUGHT 


's'- — 


Mn 


-PPA-PiE  ”1 

-r-  j 


le/p  pour 


R.7E. 

O  R  D 


•  >»ee 

N  T 
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SECTION 

6 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Iroquois 

Ford 

Kankakee 

Will 


s  1 


> 


; 


A  H 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

1939 


SECTION  6 


A  UNION  NO  I.  TOWNS  WHEATLAND  &  NAPERVILLE 
B  EASTERN  LILLIE  CACHE  SWAMP 
C  NO  2.  TOWN  OF  GREENGARDEN 
D  NO  l.  TOWN  Or  GREENGARDEN 
E  NO  2  .  WASHINGTON 

F  UNION  NO  I.  TOWNS  OF  WASHINGTON  8  YELLOWHEAD 
G  UNION  NO  I.  MANTENO  8  PEOTONE 
H  UNION  NO  I.  TOWNS  SALINA  &  ESSEX 
J  BOURBONNAIS  MUTUAL 
K  NO  5,  BOURBON 

L  UNION  NO  5.  TOWNS  OF  BOURBONNAIS  &  KANKAKEE 
M  PAYNE  8  MELBY 
N  NO  I,  TOWN  OF  PAPINEAU 
O  NO  I  BELMONT 

P  UNION  NO  2.  ONARGA  8  RlDGELAND 
Q  UNION  NO  2.  RlDGELAND  8  ARTESIA 
R  1  MUD  CREEK 
S  SHELBY  SPECIAL 


r\j 


SECTION 

7 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Adams 

Brown 

Cass 

Fulton 

Hancock 

McDonough 

Schuyler 


o 

o 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 
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SECTION  7 


A  LOWER  INDIAN  CREEK  D  &  L 
B  NEW  PANKEYS  POND  SPECIAL 


—  DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 
•  CITIES.  VILLAGES.  &  INCORPORATED  TOWNS 


B  7W 


B  6  A 


E 


RSW 


SECTION 

8 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

DeWitt 

Logan 

Mason 

McLean 

Menard 

Tazewell 


H  *  * 


OtfCACl* 


Pnickope  grove 


COUNT 


GAROEN^fEOAL 


'ppairie  creek 


soils l  rt 


no  / 


- Jr  re  nklel 
_J  SLOUGH  / 
SKOAL  / 


•I  LONG 


SOCIAL 


C  O  U  N 


f  rends  creek 


SPECIAL 


[Su  ■  i  im 

fSPCCIAL 


ONION  NO  / 
TOINOf  CSECL r 
S  fNIENOS  . 
CREEK 


NIKON 

SPECIAL 


MENARD 


I  CASS 


ret  as 


SPECIAL 
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SECTION  a 


MC  LE  A  N 


:  I  0*Lv/ 

TAZEWELL 


I  h 

'•  ¥  ; 


COUN  TY 


-  - 


COUNT  Y; 

'  Jfl 

_fel  JSLJ— 


LOGAN 


COUNTY 
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t 

?  nai 

S-i-l 

HACK  IN  A  W 

. 

J 

. 1 . 

I  ‘ 
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• 
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•• 

u. 

;  '  i 

• 

(uiigtr* 

• 

• 

<4P#«K1 

T 

i 

i 

X  „ 

•  -  - 

Jfntm 

— 

_ 

TEN  MILE  CREEK 

UNION  NO  I  TOWN  OF  CINCINNATI  1  3PRINGLAKE 
CINCINNATI  &  SAND  PRAIRIE 
TRENKLE  SLOUCH 
QUIVER 

NO  l  GOOSE  CREEK 

SPENCE  SILVERSTEIN  MUTUAL 

JOHNSON  SLOUGH 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 
CITIES.  VILLAGES  &  INCORPORATED  TOWNS 


s  A  N  G  AMO 


N 


SECTION 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 


Counties 

Champaign 

Clark 

Coles 

Cumberland 

Douglas 

Edgar 

Moultrie 

Piatt 

Vermilion 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 


SECTION  9 


Ross  to  at  h  ship 


IOHNSON 


ellis 


ALVIN 


.SPECIAL 


VER  Ml 


MILE 


BtAVCP  LA  K£ 


'■NO  i’o  01 

| ODGEN 


FOUNTAIN 
I  HLAO 


SPECIAL 


r  > ~yo€LAND 


!" st  josepn 


WOlf'BUM J 


'kaskaskia 


S  NO  2  TORN  O! 
MONTHELLO 


SPECIAL 


•  NO  / 
..I  TOWN 
V V 


UNION  NO 
j  VANCE  t 
J  S 10 ELL 
TO  INN  SNIP  Lf= 


.'Vi.  JOPOON  SPECIAL?. 


rjyDVlEW 

\SPEOAL 


}  UNION  i 
S 10 NELL  4, 
_ I A  MICA  ’• 


MUTUAL 


jt^LITTLE 


WERMILION 


PORK 


EMBARASS  RIVER 


rr  Hastings 


■  EM  BAR  ASS 

'Ln.. _ 


River 


’  SIDELL  t  '•  I 

\yQUNG,^HCRICA\  -.'archie' 


TX-VOUN G 
AMERICA  • 
INION  NO.S... Cl 


NO  V  TORN  Of 


MURDOCK 


CERRO  GORDO 


ySARArtT 


.l"|  NOE  TORN  Of*-' 
— L_  young  j 

T-^yA  MERCIA  I 


TUSCOLA: 

--‘/.'pjj 


-.HERMAN 


YOUNG  AMERICA 


GARRETT 


|  Of§ 


MURDOCK  NO  E 


\NEA  MAN 


• UNITY , 


torn\  , 


Itown  or 

SHILOH 
NO  T 


NO  !  E  | 


LORE 


•RCOLA j 


I  TOWN 
fyCMBA  RRASi  , 


SARGENT  NO  ) 


.J  MAST 

\  UNION 


\  BOURBON  NO  J 


L-n 

AO  -lj. 


'}SULLiVAN 

•j  «°* 


TSif-tNAAr* 

“I”  Ef 


T*0 

I  TSioH] 

rdf  KANSAS  f 
ASHMORE  ,t 


FOUNTAIN  CREEK 

SUGAR  CREEK  “V 

HAMMOND  MUTUAL  ^ 

KRUGGS 

HEMNING  <  6t- 

GOOSE  CREEK 
TOWN  OF  OGDEN 

NO  7  OAKWOOO  >- 

UNION  NO  2  TOWNS  OF  OAKWOOD  &  PILOT 

NO  12  OAKWOOD 

NOO  OAKWOOD 

NO  8  OAKWOOD 

UNION  NO  I  OAKWOOD  &  VANCE 

NO I.  SPECIAL  OF  VERMILION 

NO  5  ST  JOSEPH 

KILLBURY 

NO  5  WILLOW  BRANCH 
NO  2  VANCE 
WESTVILLE 
HAGER  SLOUGH 
CRITTENDEN  SPECIAL 
SANDUSKY 

UNION  NO  7  TOWN  OF  CERRO  GORDO 

UNION  USER  NO  I  TOWNS  OF  UNITY  &  LOVINGTON 

NO  2  TOWN  OF  UNITY 

NO  3  TOWN  OF  UNITY 

UNION  NO  BOURBON  L  ARCOLA 

OK  AW 

UNION  NO  3  MURDOCK  &  NEWMAN 
MUTUAL  UNION  NO  10  MURDOCK  &.  NEWMAN 
NO  l  TOWN  OF  BROUILLETTS  CREEK 
LOVINGTON  LOWE  &  JOHATHAN 
LOVINGTON 
NO 3  BOURBON 

UNION  NO  9  BOURBON  &  OKAW 
NO  6.  ARCOLA 

UNION  NO  I  SARGENT  &.  BOWDRE 
BURHAN  SPECIAL 


IrofTH , 
Of  l 

/ 


EFFINGHAM  CO 


R 

— 4 

AO  NO  I.  WHITLEY 
A  R  VILLAGE  OF  NEOGA 
A  S  NEOGA  L  SPRING  POINT 
B  N  ST  JOSEPH 


SECTION 

10 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Morgan 

Pike 

Sangamon 

Scott 
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SECTION 

11 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Christian 

Mason 

Shelby 
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STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 
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SECTION  II 


UNION  NO  I.  TOWNS  CREEK  8.  FRIENDS  CREEK 
FRIEND’S  CREEK 
WOLF  RUN  SPECIAL 

UNION  NO  3.  FRIEND’S  CREEK  TWP  aBAK,~u 

UNION  NO.  5.  FRIENDS  CREEK  L  WILLOW  BRANCH 

NO  2.  OAKLEY  TWP 

UNION  NO.  I.  WILLOW  CREEK 

UNION  NO  l,  DORA  8.  MT  ZION 

UNION  NO  2,  BOIS  D’ARC  8.  KING  TWPS 

UNION  TWP  OF  HARVEL  &  KING 

ROUNTREE  &  RICKS 

NO  I.  RURAL  TWP 

NO  2.  ASHGROVE 

NO  2.  SHELBYVILLE  8.  RICHLAND 
NO  I.  OCONEE 
NO  2. PRAIRIE 
NO  I,  PRAIRIE 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 

CITIES,  VILLAGES,  &  INCORPORATED  TOWNS 


FAYE 


R.3E 

COUNT  Y 


R.6E 

C  O  U  N  T  Y 


SECTION 

12 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Bond 

Calhoun 

Greene 

Jersey 

Macoupin 

Madison 

Montgomery 


M  O 


T  Y 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 


M  ILL  VIC  N 


LCVCC 


Acorrvfut 


OR  A!  N  A  C  C 


SECTION  12 


fWN  Of  I 
MS  DAftt  «l 
HARVl  U 


icvee 


DRAIN  ACC 


ps_  r_rsooTH 


At  ACN 


ORA  IN  ACC 


VCR  | 
SPCCIA J* 


CAttNruiD 


LCVCC 


AV NON D  l  j 
ROUNTRCC 


.CLORCO 


C4AA0LLT0N 


s DR  AIN  ACC  I 


jl  CRCCN 


LCVCC 


.1  PANHANOL^ 


j  POLAND 


I  nrchfino 


WL  S ONT.Llf 


ottcavillc 


SIMS.  HART.  MILLER.  GROW  MUTUAL 
UNION  NQ  I.  VIRDEN  &  AURBURN 
TOWNS  OF  BO  IS  D'ARC  &  Dl  VERNON 
BO  IS  O' ARC 
DUNLAP  MUTUAL 

UNION  NQ 3  BOIS  D'ARC  &  KING  TWP 

UNION  NQ  I,  TOWNS  OF  PITTMAN  8.  BOIS  D'ARC 

NO  6.  TOWN  OF  PITTMAN 

TOWN  OF  HARVEL 

NO  4.  TOWN  OF  PITTMAN 

NO 5,  TOWN  OF  PITTMAN 

CONLEE  MUTUAL 

GILLMAN.  STRAUB.  BOHRMAN  &  METZGER 
TOWNS  OF  ROUNTREE  8.  RICKS 
UNION  NO  3.  TOWN  OF  RAYMOND 
NO  2.  RAYMOND  TWP 

UNION  NQ  I,  TOWNS  OF  NOKOMIS  &  ROUNTREE 

UNION  NO.  I.  TOWNS  OF  HONEY  POINT  &  SHAW  POINT 

DUC AN.  MITCHEL.  WATTS.  MUTUAL 

NO  6.  HONEY  POINT 

COYNE  NAIL 

GILLESPIE 

TOWN  OF  HARVEL 


f  JA ST  ALTON 


COUNTY 


\OITCff 


DRAINAGE  DISTRICT 
CITIES.  VILLAGES.  8. 


BOUNDARIES 
INCORPORATED  TOWNS 


Raw 


R7  W 


RSW 


U  N  T  Y 


I  -J 


U  N 


SIT 


SECTION 

13 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Clay 

Crawford 

Effingham 

Fayette 

Jasper 

Lawrence 

Marion 

Richland 
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!  rJ 
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j  )  ,YJ 
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•4V  , 
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RUSSEL  i  ALLISON  LEVEE 
AM8RAW  LEVEE 

BEAVER  POND 
TAYLOR  POND 
OTTO  POND 
ALLISON 
NO  I.  ALLISON 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 
CITIES.  VILLAGES.  &  INCORPORATED  f 
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5 
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io 

XU 
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7# 

rT" 

,i 

i 

i 

T= — — — ^ 

; 

• 

MARION 

:J 

j. 

ii  • 

• 

i 

Jt. ON  tifr 

C  0  u 
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A - ^  ^ 

J  EF  FERSON 
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SECTION  13 


SECTION 

14 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 
Clinton 
Monroe 
Perry 
Randolph 
St.  Clair 
Washington 
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SECTION  14 


SECTION 

15 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Edwards 

Franklin 

Hamilton 

Jefferson 

Wabash 

Wayne 

White 


AlLENOALE 


WEST  SAL]EM 


MOUNT  &!£ 


AT  AVNE 


EDWARDS 


BONE  CAP 


JEFTERSONBILLE  \ 


NAB ASH 
NO  6 


MT  CARMf. 


!  NAB  A  s) 
:  NO.  5 


J*  i  ti_ 


I  WABASH 

i  no  a 


9  EA  INFIELD 


WABASH 
NO  f  m 


‘ ALBION 


'BROWNS 


KEENSBURC 


SIMMS 


COLO  ENG  a’', 


w\AYNEarr- 


'rL'-'  'i. 


FORK 


MOUND 

'WV 


I MILLSHOALS 


AUXlER 


WOODS 


\ERTY 


GRAY^iLlE} 


RANDOLPH 


SKILLET 


OAHLCREN 


FORK 


SPRj  1GERT ON 


CROSSBILLS 


•'.MILL  L 
\ SHOAL S 
'~_N0  J 


PH ILU  Pi 


LOST 


CREEK 


ENFIELD 


CAR  Ml  j 


EMMA 
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SECTION  15 


ROMl  j 


WALTOI(VlLU 


‘  >]$  ~ 
i 
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Q  ^ RBAIN 
CHR,STo/fHER 

. _ mJh _ 


L_ . 

UCkNSR 
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£  BENTON 


ElEGLSR  | 

i 

i 


. 

! 

* 

WEST  FRANKFORT 

U£i 


9 

JOHNSONBIL  L£ 


NO  14  WABASH 

NO  I.  ALLENDALE 

NO  4  WABASH 

NO  13  WABASH 

NO  3  WABASH 

NO.  9  WABASH 

NO  16  WABASH 

BIG  SLOUGH 

NO  I.  WABASH 

NO  15  WABASH 

F  ULKERSON 

ELM  RIVER 

SALEM 

MUD  CREEK 

NO  3.  HAWTHORNE 

HAWTHORNE  MUTUAL 

CAT  TAIL 

EMMA  TWP 

NO  I .  WABASH  LEVEE 

NO.  7,  EMMA  TWP 

CLARK  OF  EMMA  TWP 

GRANNY  TWEEDLE 

CANE  CREEK  &  OMAHA 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 
CITIES.  VILLAGES  &  INCORPORATED 
TOWNS 
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U  N 


T  Y 


SECTION 

16 

DRAINAGE  DISTRICTS 

Counties 

Alexander 

Gallatin 

Hardin 

Jackson 

Johnson 

Massac 

Pope 

Pulaski 

Saline 

Union 

Williamson 
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P  DWELL 


Cl  KW/LLE 


SPECIAL 


VCR»t  NNCS 


CAM  lREEK 
AND 

0M4«« 


DRAINAGE 

district  ~  , 


'T>/i  TAICT 


BUSH 


Ml  DDL  C 


HURST 


RALE'CN 
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DCpON/A 


DO  SO  TO 


spec/ At 


rmPte  *Sh 


,1  ROckv 


ENERGV 


carte/ 


S^iLL  ERTOATN 


.J-1  BLACK . 

*— I  BRANCH 


OR  ANVIL  it 


0/0  LAKC 


COl/Al  /TV 


DECO  N!  A  /  j 

\  COUNT  AIN 
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DRAINAGE  DISTRICT  BOUNDARIES 

CITIES.  VILLAGES,  &  INCORPORATED  TOWNS 


BOONE  POND  MUTUAL 
JONES  POND  MUTUAL 
GRAND  TOWER  MUTUAL 
ELDORADO 
NORTH  FORK 
RIDGEWAY  &  ASHBURY 
D  &  L. 

HENNESSEE 
NO  I.  GOLDHILL  TWP 
NO  4-eOTTAOe  TWP  — 
NO  I.  COTTAGE  TWP 
NO  2  COTTAGE  TWP 
NO  I  TOWN  OF  RIDGEWAY 
WEST  HARRISBURG 
PANKEY  BRANCH 
BROOMFIELD 
LITTLE  SALINE 
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